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PREFACE 


The present work is an analytic study of the concept of "belief or 
“faith' in Islamic theology. It pursues a double purpose. On the one hand, 
it purports to present a detailed description of the historical process through 
which the concept of belief was born, grew up, and was theoretically 
elaborated among the Muslims. And on the other, it aims at making a 
careful semantic analysis of ‘belief and other related key-concepts together 
with the conceptual networks which the latter formed among themselves 

‘Belief was historically the first and the most important of all the 
theological concepts in Islam, and it raised in the first few centuries of 
Islamic culture a number of problems of real significance. Some of them 
were literally problems of life and death to the growing Muslim community. 
By methodically analysing these problems and the major concepts underlying 
them, we shall, I hope, be able to throw light upon one of the most 
interesting phases of the history of Islamic thought. 

I must point out, however, at the very outset that this is a study of 
the concept of belief as it was theoretically elaborated by the theologians, 
and that Islamic theology did not and could not deal exhaustively with the 
problems of the belief that had been kept alive in the breasts of the 
Muslims through the ages. The present study looks at a very particular 
aspect of the matter from a very particular point of view. The utmost it 
can hope to do is to analyse and illuminate the scholastic aspect of the 
problem. 

‘Belief is, by nature, a personal existential phenomenon. In this respect, 
one might say that it discloses its real depth only when it is approached 
from a non-scholastic point of view. And in this sense, the understanding 
of the same concept by the Mystics may be said to go far deeper into the 
very core of the matter. Nor do I hesitate to subscribe to this view. 

And yet, on the other hand, Islamic theology is a pre-eminently Islamic 
phenomenon. The concept of belief as manipulated by the scholastic 
theologians, may very well be of such a nature that it merely touches upon 
the outward and formal side of the problem. But it is also undeniable that 
here as elsewhere the ‘outward’ is a direct self-manifestation of the ‘inward’. 
In this sense, ‘belief’ as a theological concept reflects and reveals, albeit in 
a very particular way, the real nature of ‘belief’ as an existential event, ie 
as something actually lived and experienced in the course of history by the 
Muslim believers. 

Be this as it may, I have done this study in the hope that it might 


prove not only a historico-philological analysis of one of the key-concepts 
of scholastic theology but also a modest but real contribution to the study 
of the essential structure of Islam itself as one of the most original and 
important religious cultures of the world 


The present work is based on the material which was originally 
prepared for a special seminar on Islamic theology 1 was asked to conduct 
in 1964 at the Institute of Islamic Studies, McGill University in Montreal 

It is my most pleasant duty to express my thanks to the Director of 
the Institute, Dr. Charles Adams for his unfailing sympathy and encourage- 
ment. 
Thanks are also due to all those who attended my class; in particular 
to Mr. W. Paul McLean who, besides contributing a complete English 
translation of one of the earliest and most important documents (Appendix), 
has kindly gone over the whole manuscript with me, making helpful sug- 
gestions and useful hints. The nal form of this work owes much to 
conversation with him. 

Т take this opportunity to offer my grateful thanks to Professor Nobuhiro 
Matsumoto for the active interest he took in my study and for what he 
has done to make possible the appearance of this book. 

Lastly, 1 acknowledge my obligation to Yurindo Publishing Company 
for their generous offer to publish this volume and for the meticulous care 
with which it has been printed. 


Toshihiko Izutsu 


Tokyo, 12 April, 1965 
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CHAPTER I 


THE INFIDEL (KAFIR) 


ites and the origin of the problem 


No one would deny that “belief” or ‘faith’ is the core of religion. In 
the specifically Islamic circumstances, moreover, the problems relating to this 
concept are of paramount importance not only because they concern so vitally 
the very essence and existence of Islam as a religion, but also because the 
discussions that were aroused over the concept of ‘belief’ marked the starting 
point of all theological thinking among the early Muslims. 

Stressing the historical importance of the problem of ‘belief’ imn, the 
famous Hanbalite theologian, Ibn Taymiyyah, remarks" that ‘the dispute on 
what these two words meant was the first internal discord to occur among 
the Muslims ; because of this problem the Muslim community was divided 
into sects and factions, who came to differ on the Sacred Book and the 
Sunnah and began to call one another “ infidels” '. And the first to enter 
the scene were the group, or groups, of people known as the Khawdrij or 
Khariji 

In order to gain an historical insight into the real nature of the problem, 
however, we have to keep in mind that the formulation given by Ibn 
Taymiyyah, which we have just quoted, is too abstract to do full justice to 
the concrete situation in which discussions were provoked by the Khárijites 
over this problem in such a vital and crucial way that it struck the young 
Muslim community literally as a matter of life and death. 

The early Khérijites were not primarily theoreticians, They did not 
raise their problems in abstracto, Certainly, all the key-concepts that were 
taken up and discussed by them were destined to develop sooner or later 
into a full-blown scholastic theology. But they themselves did not deal with 
them on a purely theoretic level. On the contrary, all those concepts were 
most closely bound up with the contemporary political situation. From our 
presentday point of view we might simply say that the problems were 
raised as political rather than as theological problems. 
1j Тї ab Din Ibn Taymiyyah ; Kitab ар. яая, Damascus, 1961, p. 112 
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Only, to complicate the picture, the Kharijites talked about these problems 
in terms of religious belief, In other words, from their own subjective view- 
point, the Khariji key-concepts were essentially of religious import. This 
would seem to suggest that all we can say about them at this preliminary 
stage is that the key-concepts dealt with by the Khárijites had in origin two 
different sides, each one of them pointing to an entirely different direction : 
political and theological. At first, that is, in the early Umayyad period, the 
political side was the more important, while, as time went on, the theological 
side came to be more and more prominent, Let us now consider the matter 
more closely and more concretely. 

‘There is, indeed, something very peculiar about the way the Khárijites 
raised their basic questions concerning the concept of ‘belief imm. At the 
very first, the center of all disputes was the problem of Khildfah or ‘Cali- 
phate’. It is quite natural and understandable that the first grave question 
that faced the followers of the Prophet after the death of the latter was: 
То whom did or should the headship of the Muslim community belong? 
Who, in short, was to be the Caliph Rhalifah? The word khalifah, as is 
well-known, means roughly ‘one who comes after’, ‘successor’, ‘deputy’, or 
‘vicegerent’. But khalifah of whom? That even this point was not yet 
clear in the minds of ordinary believers is easily seen from some of the 
early Traditions. In the Musnad of Ibn Hanbal, for example, we read? 
Somebody addressed Abû Bakr as ‘Caliph of God’ (khalifah Allah). There- 
upon Aba Bakr said, ‘I am the khalifah of the Messenger of God, and I 
am quite satisfied with this (title), I am quite satisfied with it, I am quite 
satisfied ! 

The repetition of the last part of the sentence (ama rádi bi-hi) three 
times is obviously very significant. The fact that Abû Bakr had to ет 
phasize so pointedly that he was content with the second title would seem 
to show that there were current at that time two different ways of inter 
preting the title of khalifah : either as ‘vicegerent of God’ or as ‘vicegerent, 
or successor, of the Prophet Muhammad’. Abû Bakr emphatically denies 
the legitimacy of the first interpretation; he makes it clear that he him- 
self chooses the second meaning, which he thinks the only right one, and 
is content with it. 

‘Soon this problem was solved, apparently without much difficulty. ‘The 
Hadith just quoted itself bears ample witness to the fact. However, it left 
in its wake a far more difficult problem : Who, then, was to become legiti- 


2) Musnad, 1, 1949, Cairo, Hadith S9. The Hadith 64 gives the same tradition in a slightly 
different form. There, instead of “I am the Khallfah of the Messenger of God. Abû Bakr 
says, ‘No, Маай of Muhammad!" 
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mately the `khalifah of the Prophet? 

The problem proved of far-reaching importance to the Muslim community 
particularly after the death of "Uthmán. Widely opposing opinions were 
aroused, and three major ‘parties’ came into being. For one of them 
(known as the Shiah), it was ‘Ali and ‘Ali alone who was fully entitled to 
be the Caliph. The second party (the Umayyads or Umawiyyiin) held 
that it was Mu'áwiyah. The third said, ‘neither this nor that (14 hádhá 
«alû dháka). Properly speaking, they asserted, there was no need for a 
Caliph ; the Book of God was enough; but, they added, if there was no 
other way, then whoever was best qualified for it should be chosen from 
among the people ‘even if he be an Ethiopian slave.’ This was the re- 
presentative view of the Khárijites. 

As I have remarked above, this situation, viewed from the present-day 
standpoint, may be said to be essentially political. All these three groups 
with their differences on the problem of khalifah are, as the late Professor 
Ahmad Amin observed in his Duhd al-Islém,? fully entitled to be called 
"political parties’ (ahzáb siyásiyyah), for the fundamental problem involved 
is after all that of the ‘welfare’ (maslahah) of the whole community. But 
they themselves did not discuss the problem as that of maslahah, i.e. as a 
purely political one, although they were keenly aware of all the immediate 
serious consequences that were bound to ensue from it. To their minds it 
was rather a theological issue that was at stake, and the problem roused 
passionate interest mainly in that sense. In short, it was for them an es- 
sentially religious problem. 

This point will leap to the eye if we consider the particular form in 
which the problem was raised by the Khirijites. Trying to defeat and 
condemn their political opponents, the Umayyads and the Shiah, they for- 
mulated their basic question in this way. ‘Is he who follows ‘Ali and 
supports him an “infidel” kdfir or а "believer" mu'min ? ‘Is he who follows 
Mu'áwiyah and supports him an “infidel” or a “believer” The answer was 
of course evident from the beginning. Their argument was basically quite 
simple. ‘Ali, Mu'áwiyah and their supporters were all Kafirs because they 
were “grave sinners’. On a more theoretic level, the same question would 
assume the form of: 15 а man who has committed а grave sin still to be 
regarded as a ‘believer’ mu'min, ог is he by that very fact an outright 
‘infidel’ káfir? And it was only an easy step from the original formulation 
to this more theoretical one, Thus was created the famous theological problem 
of murtakib al-kabirah or the ‘grave sinner’, 

Once the question was put in this form, one realized that it was impos- 
4) Abmad Amin: Фића al-Islam, vol. Ш, Cairo, 1963, p. 5 
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sible to justify one's position and to give an adequate answer to it without 
having a definite idea as to what it was ‘to believe’ and what actions made 
a man a ‘grave sinner’, And this inevitably provoked theological discussions 
over the distinction between ‘belief ímám and ‘unbelief kufr. And this 
boiled down to the most fundamental question : What is Belief ? 

But even here, the Khárijites took up a very peculiar attitude which 
originated in their predominantly political concern, and from it ensued grave 
consequences both theoretical and practical. The first point to note about 
it is that, instead of attacking directly the problem of ‘belief’, they gave an 
almost exclusive attention to the concept of ‘unbelief’ kufr, and that in a 
personal form. In other words, they did not ask ‘What is belief 7, or even 
“What is unbelief ? Rather they asked, ‘Who is an unbeliever or infidel ^ 
This attitude naturally gave an extremely peculiar coloring to their pattern 
of thinking. 

This particular approach to the problem of ‘belief from the rear, so to 
speak, should be considered in direct correlation with their primary concern 
in politics: excommunication from the Muslim community of certain persons 
and certain definite persons at that, The fact that the Khárijites, at least in 
the earlier days of their politico-theological activity, had in mind the excom- 
munication of certain definite men, is shown by what al-Baghdadi* has 
handed down to us as the central tenet of the Khárijites common to all 
the subdivisions.’ He gives two slightly different formulations. one by Ka'bi 
and the other by Азап. 


(D Kabi (in his Maqdlát): The main points on which all the Khári- 
jites unanimously agree in spite of the fact that they differ from one another 
in other matters are that (1) they condemn as ‘infidels’ ‘Ali, "Uthmán, the 
two arbiters*, those who took part in the Battle of the Camel, and all those 
who were satisfied with the arbitration of the two arbiters; (2) they con- 
demn as an infidel, more generally, anyone who commits a grave sin; (3) 
they consider it incumbent upon all believers to revolt against the unjust 
ruler (al-imám al-j@'ir), 

(ID Ash'ari: (1) They regard as infidels “АН, "Uthmán, those who took 
part in the Battle of the Camel, the two arbiters, those who were satisfied 
D ‘Abd al Qibir al-Baghddi : al-Farg bama al-Firaa, Cairo, 1910, p. 85. ‘Throughout the 
present work, this book will be referred to as BaghdAdl, Ferg. 

5) Bayhdádi counts 20 sub-divisions (firag, sq. фай) among the Khiwrij 

5) ie. Abu Mûs on ‘All's side and "Amr b. alAq! on Mu'twivah’s side 

Throughout the ork, a general knowledge of Islamic history, including incidents 
like that of the two arbiters, the Batle nf the Camel, etc, is assumed on the part of the 
reader. 
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with the arbitration, those who justified either the two arbiters or one of 
them ; (2) they consider it incumbent upon all believers to revolt against the 
unjust ruling power (al-sultén ald'ir). 


As we see, the only remarkable difference between the two versions is 
that Ash‘ari does not mention fakfir murtakib al-kabd'tr ‘regarding as an 
infidel a grave sinner’. This omission may be due, as it is generally thought 
to be, to Ash'ari's having taken into account the fact that one of the most 
important sub-sects of the Kharijites, the Najadát or Najdites', did not share 
the same view. Perhaps a better way of explaining this omission would be 
to say simply that Ash'ari gives here a more faithful picture of the early 
Khárijite thought which was so characteristically bound to the actual political 
conditions of the day, and which, consequently, left almost no place for pure 
theorizing. Ka'bi's version probably represents the second stage in the de 
velopment of the Kharijite thinking, at which people began to think about 
their problems on a more theoretical level. 

Be this as it may, what is most important for our specific purpose is 
the fact that the concept of takfir or ikfár ‘condemning somebody as an 
infidel’ was the center on which revolved and evolved the main thought of 
the early Khárijites. Nay, it was the very origin of the Khárijite move- 
ment itself. 

The first Khárijites, known as al:Muhakkimah were some of ‘Ali's fol- 
lowers who regarded all those who admitted the authority of human decision 
(hukm) as downright infidels when іп reality, as they claimed, there was 
по decision but God's. This last phrase, la hukm Ша lillóh ‘there is no 
decision but God's', which is based on the Когапіс verse' ‘Whoever does 
not judge by that which God has revealed, such surely are infidels’, worked 
as the ruling principle of their conduct, The phrase was understood by them 
in the sense that ‘there can be no authority for arbitration for any man at 
all in the religion of God, in which God alone possesses the absolute 
authority*' And in accordance with this principle, they judged that ‘the two 
arbiters were Káfirs, and ‘Ali himself became a Káfir when he accepted 
arbitration’."" "Besides", they said, ‘the Koran admonishes us to "fight against 
that which does wrong till it return to the command of God” (XLIX. 9). 
but ‘Alî stopped fighting the wrongdoers when he accepted human arbitra 
7) The followers of Najdah who was their leader from 686 to 692. Mention will be made 
of the view of this group later in the present chapter. 

8) Surah V, 47: Man lam yahkum bi-m4 anzala Allah fa-uld'ika hum al-kafiran 

Э) al-Malail ; al-Tanbth weal-Radd ‘ala АЫ al-Ahsd" шаа. Bide’, ed. "lush al“AMar il 
Husaynl, Cairo, 1949, p. 51. In what follows this book will be referred t Malàgi, Tanbih. 
10) Ash'ari: Magalat al-Islamiyytn, ed. Ritter, 2ed., Istanbul, 1963, p. 
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tion. He, thus, abandoned the decision (hukm) of God and condemned 
himself to kufr." 

We will do well to remember that this condemnation of ‘Ali was not 
merely a theoretical judgment on the part of the early Khárijites. This was 
a matter of immediate practical concern. And their fanaticism spilled the 
blood of thousands of the most innocent believers, as the following description 
by Malati shows better than anything else. 

Those Muhakkimah used to go out with their swords to the market- 
places. And when the innocent people gathered together without 
being aware of it, they suddenly cried out ‘Lê hukm illá lilláh " and 
lifted up their swords against anybody they happened to overtake, 
and they went on killing people until they themselves were killed. 
....The people used to live in constant fear of them ; it caused a terri- 
ble commotion. But fortunately not even one of them remains now 
on earth. 

‘The rise of the Khárijite schism and the consequences of the excessive 
religious zeal of these people belong rather to the common stock of know- 
ledge among all those who are interested at all in the history of Islam. 
And it is not our intention to allot an undue amount of space to the descrip- 
tion of what they did in actual life. Enough has been said to show the 
political implications of the Khárijite phenomenon. Let us now turn to the 
conceptual side of their activity and see what were the real contributions 
they made towards the development of theological concepts in early Islam. 


H The Khárijite concept of kufr. 


In order to simplify the explanation and also to clarify the true signific- 
ance of the Khárijite movement from the specific point of view of conceptual 


ibid. To this indictment against “All, by the way, the Rawafid (Shi'ah) replied. 
“The two arbiters were certainly wrong, but "Ali himself was right, because he accepted the 
arbitration only for the sake of fagiyyah when his life was in imminent danger’, Ash'ari, р. 
158, It will also be interesting to see at this juncture how later Orthodoxy replied to this 
kind of easy and arbitrary fakfr. One of the typical answers was the following. ‘But he 
who bluntl гез the Muslims to be infidels and regards the best of the Prophet's Com- 
punions as infidels is much more RAAF than those whom he condemns’, Baghdádi, Ferg, p. 32 
wt akfarw min-hum instead of al-kafir min-bum) 

12) Malai, Tanbih, p. 51. 
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analysis, I would begin by giving a schematic exposition of the radical change 
which affected the structure of the two key Islamic concepts : imán (islam) 
and kufr. 

Imén ‘belief (or islám) and kufr ‘unbelief—or the corresponding 
personal forms, mu’min ‘believer’ (muslim) and áfir ‘infidel’—are two of 
the most important terms in the Koran, They constitute the very center 
of the whole Koranic thought. The Khárijite theology inherits this conceptal 
pair from the Koran. Outwardly it would appear that no change has oc- 
cured in this semantic field. In reality, however, it is not in any way 
difficult to notice that, under the surface, a very profound change of values 
has occurred. 


The Koranic view The Kharijite view 


The circle symbolizes the Muslim community 


M=Muslim (or mimin) 
K=Kafir 


The Koranic system reveals a very simple structure based on a clearcut 
distinction between Muslims and Kafirs. All Muslims are members of the 
that is, they are, diagrammatically, all within the circle. Апа 
they stand in a sharp opposition to those who remain outside the circle, i.e. 
all those who refuse to listen seriously to Muhammad's teaching and to be- 
lieve in God. In this simple structure there is no place for confusion or 
ambiguity, The иттай or ' (Muslim) community’, symbolized in our dia- 
gram by a circle, divides men neatly into two opposing sections. Man is 


13) 1 have dealt with this same problem in my earlier work, God and Man in the Koran, 
Tokyo, 1951, pp. 52-57, as an illustration of a methodologic f diachronic semantics. 
modified picture of the matter. 


The following section is intended to give а 
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either Muslim ог Кабг. And no Кабг is allowed to come into the circle 
unless he ‘surrenders’, which is the original meaning of íslám. 

All this is, of course, but an idealized picture designed to show the 
conceptual structure of the Muslim community, In reality, however, since 
the formal procedure of this ‘surrendering’ was not a very rigorous one, 
many men of doubtful faith could easily come into the circle and become 
members of the community by simply pronouncing the formula of shahádah 
"there is no God but Allah and Muhammad is the Apostle of Allah!’ 

Now this thought that the space within the circle was not as pure and 
clean as it should be, that there were included within it an appalling number 
of doubtful and undesirable elements which were actually corrupting the 
purity of the ideal Muslim society— precisely this thought formed the start- 
ing point of the Khárijite movement. In their conception, the basic contrast. 
that really matters is no longer between the members of the community 
(those who are within the circle), and the outsiders (those who remain 
outside the circle), but rather between a certain section of the community 
and the rest of it, that is, in short, the pure, real Muslims and the impure, 
false Muslims. The latter, in the Khárijite view, are only nominally 
Muslims ; in reality they are nothing but Каба, And those are the more 
dangerous elements precisely because they are nominally Muslims. They 
live within the circle, mixed with the real Muslims; they pass for real 
Muslims ; they are allowed to enjoy all the privileges, spiritual as well as 
material, that should be given only to a pure Muslim. 

Thus the Khárijites brought the concept of kufr right into the middle 
of the Muslim community. Formerly people were safe, so to speak, within 
the wall. Once they accepted Islam formally, they were treated as authentic 
members of the new community. Anyone who made an outward expression 
of the Islamic faith rendered thereby inviolable both himself and his posses- 
sions, for, аз some Hadiths emphasize, ‘you should not split open his heart 
to see the real motive from which he made such a confession," This. 
however, was exactly that upon which the Khárijites fanatically insisted. 

With the rise of the Khárijites, an unexpected danger thus crept into 
the very compound of the ‘community’ ummah, The Muslims began to 
feel themselves vulnerable, both in a moral and a physical sense. Nobody, 
not even a devout and pious Muslim, was sure any longer whether he could 
keep the title of Muslim or ‘believer’ to the end of his life. A Muslim 
might be labelled at any moment as a Кабг. And once he got this label, 
he was no longer considered а member of the ummah ; such a Muslim was 
to be driven forcibly out of the compound. And this meant, in the under- 
11) CK. for example, A.J. Wensinck, The Muslim Creed, Cambridge, 192, Chap. Il. 
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standing of the radical Khêrijites, that he should be killed, and nothing could 
safeguard from the Khárijite sword even his wives and children. 

This situation made the concept of Adfir acquire inevitably a complex 
structure. Formerly, a Кабг was а Кабг, and nothing else. Now within 
the very wall of the Muslim ummah, Аа» is a double concept. Subjective: 
ly, that is, for himself, and also for the non-Khárijite believers, such a Muslim 
is still a Muslim, a ‘believer’, but from the particular standpoint of the 
Khárijites, he is a downright ‘unbeliever’. In the diagram given above, this 
is indicated by the symbol of MK, standing for а Muslim-Kafi. 

Thus we see that exactly the same Koranic terms are used at this stage 
with the same sharp basic opposition of Muslim and Кабг still intact, but 
the inner structure of them, particularly that of Adfir, and consequetly that 
of kufr, has undergone a very radical change. To simplify the matter we 
might say that, in this new mode of thinking, a Кабг is not so much an 
“infidel” or a simple ‘unbeliever’ as a ‘heretic’. 


This subtle shift of emphasis in the connotation of the word kdfir from 
‘infidel’ to ‘heretic’, occurring early in the history of Islamic thought is a 
very significant event, the importance of which cannot be too much emphasiz- 
ed. But the phenomenon itself is not in any way hard to account for. 

In the days of the Prophet, the Kafirs in the first sense of the word 
were the burning problem that confronted the Muslim ummah, It was 
still a small community, and its very existence was being threatened by 
the huge number of the Káfrs who surrounded it. They were ‘infidels’ or 
‘unbelievers’ who not only obstinately refused to ‘surrender’ themselves to 
God but, more positively, were firmly determined to fight with swords against 
the new religion. For the Muslims, they were the enemies who were either 
to be destroyed or won over to their side by persuation. Besides, there 
was as yet no clear concept of ‘heresy’ in the community, 

‘The situation greatly changed after the great conquests, All kinds of 
people came into the Muslim community with diverse cultural backgrounds. 
And in these new circumstances, in the so-called great Saracen Empire, 
the most dangerous enemies were no longer the Káfirs outside of the wall, 
but the Kafirs inside of the wall. The Kafirs in the sense of those who do 
not accept Islam were now a matter of peripheral concern, The Muslim 
community was big enough and strong enough to stand on its own feet. 
At least, the infidels in their unbelief left Islam alone, and their existence 
beyond the far-off frontiers could do no harm at all to the firmly founded 
edifice of Islam. Their creeds were considered simply false and unimportant. 

But the Kafirs in the sencond sense of the word were quite different. 
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They were formally and outwardly Muslims, to begin with. They accepted 
the basic principles of Islam. Only, they interpreted them, wilfully and on 
purpose in most cases, in a wrong way, and destroyed their value utterly 
by perverting them, and were undermining in this way the religion itself 

Thus it came about that the problem of káfir in the sense of the ‘wrong 
believer’, not in the sense of the "unbeliever', became a major concern of 
minds. The rise of the Khárijites was but a sudden outburst of 
this uneasiness that pervaded the community. But because of its explosive 
nature, it took, as we saw and as we shall see more presently, an extremely 
dangerous turn. 


Ш The basic structure of the Khárijite thought 


The Khárijites raised for the first time in the history of Islamic thought 
the problem of imdn ‘belief’ as a serious theoretic, theological problem. 
But they did so only indirectly, for they were not theorists or theologians if 
we take the word ‘theology’ in the technical sense of ‘ilm al-kalám. Besides, 
their approach to this problem was, as I remarked earlier, quite a peculiar 
one. In order to make this point fully understandable, I shall have to begin 
by saying a few words about the semantic structure of the concept of ‘belief 
itself. The real importance of this sort of schematic grasp will become 
more and more obvious as we proceed with the analysis of the key-concepts 
developed by those who come after the Khárijites. 

Now, briefly speaking, the concept of ‘belief’ has semantically four points 
of reference : (1) its subject, (2) its object, (3) the act itself, and (4) the 
forms of its external manifestation. In other owrds, the problem of ‘belief 
may be approached from these four different angles. 

The first approach, ie. that of the ‘subject’, consists in asking about 
the person who believes. “Who is the (true) believer? is, in short, the 
major concern when we approach the problem from this angle. The second 
angle raises the problem of: What does or should the true believer believe 
in? The third concerns the inner structure of the act of ‘belief’ itself; in 
other words, the problem of: What is it to believe? The fourth approach 
is concerned with the problem of the ‘works’ that are expected to come out 
from the inner faith as its natural manifestations. The specific question 
raised in Islam in connection with this last approach was, as we shall see 
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in а later chapter, whether ‘works’ constitute ог not an integral part of 
"belief'. 

The Khárijites took the first approach. In other words, they raised and 
discussed the problem of imén and kufr mainly —not exclusively. of course— 
in terms of the “subject of belief, However, they did so in a very charac- 
teristic way. Two features stand out clearly. First and foremost, their 
major concern was not so much with the theoretic nature of the individual 
‘subject’ of belief, ie. the individual believer, as with the problem of иттай, 
the ideal Muslim community formed by the true believers. "Who are those 
that constitute the ideal Muslim community? This was their main question. 
But instead of attacking the problem in this direct form, they approached 
it, as I have remarked earlier, from the reverse side and asked, "Who are 
those that must be driven out of the existing community, which is corrupted 
and impure?” Hence the importance of the problem of excommunication, 
and hence the central position occupied in their thought by the concept of 
kufr. And this is the second remarkable feature of the Khárijite conception 
of religion. 

Thus it comes about that the concept of kófir plays in the Khérijite 
thinking a far more important role than that of mu'min ‘believer’. Instead 
of trying to define mu’min, they tried to determine rigorously those who 
should be driven out of the Muslim community, Excommunicate by every 
means available all there is to be excommunicated; what remains will 
naturally be the ideal community of the believers! ‘Excommunication’ is 
here a rough English equivalent for the Arabic term fakfir, which, as we 
have observed, means literally ‘declaring somebody—who, in this case, is an 
actual member of the community and passes for a believer—to be a Кабг, 
and condemning him as such. The key-concept takfir was obviously the 
leitmotif of all Khárijite thinking in both theology and politics. But the 
Kharijites, we must keep in mind, were not a unified group; they were 
split into a number of sub-sects, and each sub-sect had something original 
to offer concerning this problem, Let us now tum to this aspect of the 
matter, and take a closer view of the different theories put forward by the 
most representative sub-sects of the Khárijites. 


Reference has already been made to the earliest Khárijites, the Muhak- 
kimah, who deserted ‘Ali's camp when the latter, in his desperate fight 
against Mu'áwiyah, accepted arbitration, on the ground that ‘Ali followed а 
human hukm instead of obeying the Divine hukm. This acceptance of human 
judgment was, in their view, an unmistakable case of kufr. In other words. 
they exercised their first takfir upon ‘Ali, and of course upon the two arbiters 
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and those involved in this incident, On a more theoretical level, however, 
their fakfir is said to have stood on a very simple principle: Anybody who 
commits a sin or an act of disobedience (to God's commands) should be 
condemned as а downright Кабг (kdfir=kull аһа dhanb wa-ma'siyah'") 


The sub-sect, Azáriqah or the Asraqites, the followers of Nafi' b. 
al-Azraq (d. 65/686), pushed this line of thought to its extreme conclusion 
both in theory and practice. They were known as the extremists of the 
Khárijites, ‘the most fanatical of all, most horrible of all in what they did, 
the worst of all in what they were’ аз Malati says."* Terrorism, in short, 
was what they were noted for. 

This extremism had its exact counterpart in their theory of takfir. To 
begin with, they introduced a more forcible term than fir, standing for 
something far worse and unpardonable than mere ‘unbelief’ or even ‘heresy’: 
the word mushrik 

This word, as everybody knows, is one of the most important key-terms 
in the Koran which refers to it as the greatest sin to be committed against 
God, the sin of ‘associating (other deities) with God’, i.e. idolatory or poly- 
theism. This is quite remarkable because it would mean that in the Khári- 
jite view there were actually Mushriks— polytheists or idolaters—in the very 
midst of the Muslim community. Most probably, however, they simply 
discarded the original etymological meaning of the word, and used it mainly 
as an emotive term. To put it in a different way, they used the term as 
a sign for their subjective attitude of violent antipathy toward the worst 
thing imaginable from the point of view of religion as they understood it, 
retaining only the negative value that had been attached to the word. 

Who, then, was to be considered a Mushrik (or Кабг)? Their answer 
to this question, as it is handed down to us by the Muslim historians of 
heresiology, does not disclose much theoretic elaboration. Baghdad," for 
instance, points out three characteristic features of the Azragite conception 
of the Mushrik, First, all Muslims who do not share their opinion in every 
detail are Mushriks. Secondly, all those, even if they agree with the Azra- 
qites in theory, who do not make the ‘sacred migration’ hijrah to their 
camp are Mushriks. In the third place, the wives and children of these 
Mushriks are also Mushriks, And this implied that all those can be lawfully 
killed and their goods spoiled. 


15) Baghdadi, Fara, pp. 56-57 
16) Mal bih, p. 167 
17) Baghdadl, p. 61 

15) ibid. 
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The first point simply means that in their view only the Azraqites are 
the true Muslims, that their camp is the Muslim community, They consider- 
ed only their camp ‘the abode of Islam’ dar айт. Hence the duty of 
all Muslims to migrate and join the Azragite camp, instead of ‘sitting still 
qu'üd in the ‘abode of unbelief dar al-kufr (the second point). All those 
who ‘sat still’, whatever the reason, were condemned as Mushriks, Accord- 
ing to Ibn Hazm'*, however, this second point was established among the 
Azragites ‘only after the death of the man who first advocated it, whereas 
in his lifetime they did not exercised takfir on those who opposed him on 
this point’, The Muhakkimah, be it noted in passing, had not regarded 
as Küfrrs— much less as Mushriks—those who did not make the ‘migration’ 
to their camp if only they shared the Khárijite views basically. 

Mention must also be made of the Azraqite practice of isti'rdd based 
on the particular conception of the true religion just explained. The word 
means ‘asking somebody to expose his personal view’. 

The Azraqites were of the opinion that, whenever they came across a 
Muslim who did not belong to their camp, they should ask him 
(at the point of sword) as to his religious conviction, And if he 
said ‘I am a Muslim’ they killed him on the spot (because there 
could be theoretically no Muslim outside their own camp), but they 
forbade killing anybody who declared that he was a Jew, or a 
Christian, or a Маал?" 

And the word isti'réd became a symbol of terrorism and violence. This 
is, indeed, a strange and ironical situation. Muslims were killed in the name 
of the purification of Islam, while the Jews, Christians and even the Magians 
were spared. This seemingly strange phenomenon was but a manifestation 
in its concrete and extreme form of the Khérijites’ preponderant—or exclusive, 
we might say—concern with the Kafirs inside the community, which I have 
pointed out repeatedly; the unbelievers outside the wall were virtually 
forgotten. 

Evidently the Azragites went too far. The extremes to which they 
went and the devastating consequences led the other Khárijite sects toward 
modifying in some way or other the strict Azaragite view of religion, that 
is to say, toward making the basic concepts more moderate and flexible. 
Even the Sufriyyah, the followers of Ziyád b. al-Asfar, for example, who, 
аз a whole, still maintained the extremist Azragite view that all sinners are 


19) Ibn Harm, al-Figal ft al-Milal леса Ареа" wa-al-Nikal” 2 vols, Cairo, 1317-121. part 
IV. p. 189 This book will be referred to in what follows as Ibn Hazm, Figal 
20) ibid. 
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Mushriks", forbade at least the killing of the wives and children of those 
who opposed the Khárijite faith. 

Some of the Sufriyyah took up a very peculiar attitude in regard to the 
problem of fakfir. The takfir, they held, should be exercised only on those 
sins that have no particular and explicit wa'id of God, ie. those for which 
a particular punishment is not provided in the Koran. One who commits 
adultery, for example, the Koran explicitly names zûnî 'adulterer. Likewise, 
he who steals, sdrig "thief, and he who accuses anybody unjustly, qádhif 
‘wrongful accuser’, etc. These and the like are of God's tasmiyah ‘naming’. 
and no other name should be placed on them. А zûn ‘adulterer’ is zûnî, 
nothing more nor less. He is punished solely in the capacity of a zdni, and 
not as a káfir. In other words, he is neither a Кабг nor a Mushrik. Such 
а man certainly goes out of the sphere of imdn ‘belief’, but does not go into 
that of kufr-shirk, But he who commits a sin for which there is no expli 
mention of a particular punishment in the Koran, e.g. the non-performance 
of salát, the breaking of the Ramadan fast, etc., is a Kafr, and his act is 
kufr 

Some of the Sufriyyah put a further restriction on the exercise of fakfir 
even in cases of the lastmentioned kind. This seems to have been originally 
a theory put forward by the Bayhasiyyah? According to this view, a man 
who commits a grave sin for which the Divine Law provides explicitly a 
definite punishment, should not be declared а Кабг immediately. His case 
should be brought up to the ruler—Sultán (Ash‘ari), Imim (Ibn Hazm) or 
Wali ‘Governor’ (al-Baghdadi)—and only after the latter has openly punished 
him for his sin is he to be condemned as а Кабг. The /akfir should be 
exercised only through this legal procedure, and not arbitrarily. 


The Najdites, the followers of Najdah (d. 72/693), on the other hand. 
dropped as a general rule the concept of shirk, although in some particular 
cases they still used the label of mushrik. He who commits a sin, whether 
big (kabir) or small (saghir), and persists in it (musirr) is a Kafir- 
Mushrik. But even a grave sinner, if only he dose not persist in still 
a Миз“. 

21) Baghdddt, Fara, p. 70: Qawlu-hum Л al:jumlah ka-qawl al-Aedrigah fi anna aghdb al. 
dhumûb mushrikin. Ashari (Мада! 118) says that according to Şufriyyah, "all grave sin ix 
kufr, and all kufr is shirk, and all shirk is the worshipping. of Satan’ 

22)  Baghdád! (p. 70) attributes this theory to a sub-sect (firaah) of Sufriyyah. Both Ash‘ 
(Magalat pp. 101-102) and Ibn Hazm (Fisel IV, p. 191) mention it ax a view held by “a 
group of the Khárijites' 

23) See, for instance, Baghdldi, p. 70, Ash'ari p. 119 

24) Ton Ham, Fizal IV, p. 190 
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Into the concept of Aáfir they introduced, further, an important distinc- 
Чоп: that of káfir nimah and káfir din. This distinction stands on the 
double meaning of kufr, which played an exceedingly important role in the 
Koran #* (1) ‘ingratitude’ or ‘thanklessness’ for a favor received, which was 
the original, pre-Islamic meaning of the word, and (2) ‘unbelief’, which 
developed fully only at the Koranic stage. In káfir nimah ‘Kafir of Divine 
favor’ obviously the kufr is taken in the first sense, whereas in Вг din 
"Кабг of religion’ the same word is taken in the second sense. It is worth 
remarking also that in the Koran, kufr in both its meanings is exactly of 
an equal negative value. Here in the Khárijite context, however, kéfir din 
is evidently considered to be far more serious than káfir ni'mah, For 
kûfir nimah is nothing but a particular case of committing а sin—Ráfir fi 
вайна ‘a Кабг in such and such a matter’ as they said—and to call ѕоте- 
body a Кабг in this sense is, in reality, not to exercise ‘excommunication’ 
takfir. Such a man is certainly a grave sinner, but he is not to be exclud- 
ed from the community, although, to be sure, the Najdites, according to 
al-Baghdadi and others, applied this distinction only to those who took 
their stand by them and shared the Najdite view on the fundamentals of 
religion.** 

A similar basic distinction between two kinds of kufr seems to have 
been made also by the Ibádiyyah, who, according to Ash'ari, asserted that 
everything that God has imposed upon His creature as a moral duty is imdn, 
but every grave sin is but kufr ni'mah and not kufr shirk (which is the 
same as kufr din in al-Baghdádl's terminology), though (in the Hereafter) 
all grave sinners will be put into the Fire and will have to stay therein 
forever.” 


Some other Khárijites elaborated the theoretic distinction between kufr 
and shirk (or Кабг and Mushrik) in a somewhat different way. The Наб. 
siyyah, for instance, an important sub-division of the Ibàdiyyah, made та". 
rifah Alláh ‘knowledge of God’ the sole standard by which to distinguish 
kufr from shirk. They asserted : He who knows God, and then disbelieves 
in any other thing, be it the Prophet, the Garden, the Fire, etc., or commits 
any or even all of the forbidden things (muharramét) like murder, declar- 
ing adultery to be Жа, etc., is а Kafir, and not a Mushrik, because he 
25) This double meaning of the Koranic term kufr has been discussed in detail in my earlier 
work, God and Man in the Koran, Chap. IX. 

26) BaghdAdt, Ра. p. 56. See also Ibn Hazm, Figal IV, p. 190, where we read: ‘He who 
commits a grave sin, if he happens to be of their own camp is not a Káfir, but if he happens 
to be of some other sect, then he is а Kai" 

77) Ash‘art, Magdlat, p. 110. 
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knows God. Only he who does not know God and denies Him is а Mush- 
rik**, In short, he who knows God is by that very fact free from shirk 
whether he believes in other things or not. 

These are the main points made by the Kharijites regarding the problem 
of kufr and, as its reverse side, that of ímám. This is of course but a very 
simplified picture which hardly does justice to the complicated reality of 
minute details. But this is not the place to enter upon them, For, although 
they advocated various peculiar ideas in general they did not go very far 
toward theorizing, The Khárijites were responsible for the introduction of 
some of the important theological terms, but theological thinking itself was 
not developed very much among them. The task was left to those who 
followed them. 


їн) Baghdadi, Farg, p. &i. Exactly the same thing is reported of the Hafgiyyah by Ахан 
fagdlat, p. 102, Ash'ari adds that the majority of the Ibádiyah do not agree with 
ıh om this point. See also Ibn Hazm, Figal IV, p. 191. 
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THE CONCEPT OF TAKFÍR 


І “The danger of the free practice of takfir 


As we have seen in the foregoing, the problem of takfir ‘condemning 
as а Кабг” was raised by the Khárijites in a most drastic way in close 
connection with the actual political situation of the day. For the theologians 
who succeeded the Khárijites, this was a grave theoretic problem involving 
the right definition of kufr and, consequently, of imm. This theoretic 
aspect we shall see in the following chapters. More generally, however, 
takfir was still largely a matter of practical significance, a handy tool of 
party-politics. And as such it proved an extremely dangerous weapon in 
the hands of those who were attached fanatically to their own sect 

The door, in any case, was now wide open for fakfir. And once the 
door was open, there could hardly be any limitation set as to how far one 
should go and where one should stop. In these circumstances a man could 
point to any one of his Muslim brethren and declare him to be an ‘infidel’ 
or even 'polytheistidolater' on the slightest and most arbitrary ground 
According to Ibn Hazm, for example, Bakr, the nephew of ‘Abd al-Wabid, a 
comtemporary of the famous Mu'tazilite Wasil b. “Ага, held the following view: 

Any sin, whether venial or mortal, even if it be a matter of taking 
wrongfully just a mustard-seed, even if it be a white lie told by 
way of pleasantry, must be considered shirk bi-Alléh ‘polytheism’ 
and the man who commits it is a KafirMushrik (infidel.polytheist) 
and will stay in Hell for ever. But if such a man happens to have 
taken part in the Battle of Badr, he goes to Paradise though he is 
still a Káfir.Mushrik." 

Not content with condemning the contemporaries, people began to 
exercise takfir even against the Prophets of remote past. According to 
Malati* some of the Jahmites, for instance, thought that, 


1) Iba Harm, Figel IV, p. 191. А few other versions of Bakrs view hive been handed 
down to us, but this is not the place to discuss them. 
2) Malai, Tanbth, p. 95 
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Moses was a Káfir when he asked his Lord for what was absolutely 
impossible, referring to Moses’ having asked God to show Himself to 
him, which was absurd because, in the Jahmites’ view, nobody could 
see God, not only in this world but even in the Hereafter.’ Jesus 
also was a Káfir, they went on to say, when he said (to God) "Thou 
knowest what is in my soul, but I do not know what is in Thy soul 
(nafs). Verily, thou art the sole knower of the hidden world * Be- 
cause to think that God has а ‘soul’ nafs is an act of kufr? Thus 
their extremism led them to the takfir of the Prophets, on whom 
be peace! Allah stands infinitely far above what those people say! 


Quite apart from the absurdity of ‘condemning the Prophets as infidels’, 
the Jahmite position, on the problem of the visibility of God (rie yah Allah) 
which we have just mentioned, gives us a good insight into the historical 
process by which fakfir began to affect gravely the formation of Muslim 
dogmatics on а more serious, theoretic level. It is interesting to note that 
any article of creed, any dogmatic point asserted by a sect was likely to 
arouse the exercise of fakfir on the part of the opposing sects. And not 
infrequently, the exercise of takfir was reciprocal. The doctrine of the 
visibility of God affords a good example. 

The Mu'tazilites denied the visibility of God in the Hereafter (not to 
speak of the visbility in the present world), just as Jahm did, but on a more 
philosophic ground. Philosophically, the Mu'tazilites held, a ‘pure substance’, 
ie. an immaterial substance without any accidents, is absolutely invisible. 
Visible to our eyes are only accidents like colors and shapes ; so to say that 
God is visible is to admit the existence of accidents in God. 

In the eyes of those who kept themselves within the pale of Orthodoxy. 
this Mu'tazilite thesis was obviously Auf. All those who deny the visibility 
of God on the Resurrection Day go openly against the letters of the Koran 
and authentic Tradition ; that is, they are Kafirs. From the point of view 
of the Mu'tazilites, however, those who accuse them of kufr and assert the 


iD The Visio Dei was а problem that provoked a hot controversy among the early Muslim 

thinkers, The orthodox hold that God is absolutely invisible in the present world, but in the 

Hereafter the Muslims will be allowed to enjoy the direct vision of God "without апу veil 
we see the moun in а full-moon night. or the sun on a cloudless day (Hadith, 

. Iman, 299)" Jahm b. Safwan (executed in 128 AH " 

flatly denied this on the ground that God ix absolutely н 

to be correlated with hnman eyesight. 

0 Koran V, 116 

5) Лип this is based om the Jahmite concept of the absolute transcendence of God. God 

has nothing whatsoever in common with human beings. 
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visibility of God аге Kafirs, for the thesis of the visibility of God is nothing 

other than fashbih ‘anthropomorphism’—more literally, “making (God) si 

lar to (man)'—and there is no doubt that fashbih is а glaring case of kufr. 

Abû Masa al-Murdár, one of the leaders of the Baghdad school of Mu'- 

tazilism, said : 
He who asserts that God can be seen with the eye, in whatever form 
he asserts it, is comparing God to His creature (which is nothing but. 
tashbih). And he who has doubt as to whether a Mushabbih* is a 
Káfir or not and is not certain whether such a thesis is true or not, 
is also a Káfir himself." 

In this way, as theology developed gradually, fakfir came to be exercised 
freely and, apparently, without any compunction, in regard to the minute 
details of dogmatics, So much so that, as we have just seen in the example 
of the problem of Visio Dei, one and the same dogma was often regarded 
by one sect as kufr and by another as imdn. Regarding the problem of 
the acts of man, just to give another telling example, the representatives of 
Orthodoxy empasized very strongly that all human acts are created by God, 
for otherwise, they thought, man would be the creator of his own actions 
and this would be tantamount to admitting the existence of a creator besides 
the Creator, But precisely this thesis of the divine creation of human acts 
was condemned by the Mu'tazilites as kufr. Aba Masa al.Murdár—so 
writes al-Shahrastáni*—regarded as а Кабг anybody who held that the 
actions of man were created (makhliiqah) by God’. It will be interesting 
to note that al-Shahrastáni in the same passage reports about this Mu'tazilite 
thinker, al-Murdár, that, 

He went so far in fakfir that he even asserted: Muslims were al- 
together Káfirs though they confessed (outwardly) the unity of God 
Once Ibrahim al-Sindi asked him as to what he thought of the whole 
of mankind. And alMurdar replied that he regarded all of them as 
Kafirs. Thereupon Ibrahim turned to him and said ‘the width of 
Paradise covers the whole heavens and the earth. And yet nobody 
enters it except you yourself and three other men who hold the same 
opinion as you? This made alMurdár ashamed and he could not 
answer а word! 


в» Participial form of lashbth, that is, in short, anthropomorphist. 
7) abKhayyit, Intigar, ed. H.S. Nyberg. Cairo, 1925, p. 68 

юу abShahrastáni. al-Milal wa.al-Nihal, 1, Cairo, 1948. p. 43. “This book will be referred s 
in the following as Shahrastini, Mila 

му ibid, p.i 
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Incidentally mention was made of the fact that al-Murdar considered а 
Кабг anybody who doubted whether an anthropomorphist was a Кабг or 
not. This attitude, however, was not at all peculiar to al-Murdár, but com- 
mon to the thinkers of all schools. We all see from what al-Malati writes 
about it that this seemingly small matter raised a serious problem among 
the theologians in particular connection with that of takfir : 

All the Mu'tazilites, whether of the Baghdad school or of Basrah, nay. 
all the People of Qiblah do not differ from each other in regard to 
this problem. He who doubts whether or not а Кабг is really а 
Kafir is himself a Кабг, for а ‘doubter’ shdkk of kufr evidently has 
по (real) belief, being unable to distinguish kufr from imn. Thus 
in the whole Muslim community, whether Mu'tazilites or others, 
there is no difference of opinion on this point, namely, that a doubter 
of a Кабг is а Кабг. The Mu'tazilites of Baghdad, however, go far 
beyond the Mu'tazilites of Basrah in that they assert that the doubter 
of the doubter (of a Кабг) is also a Кабг, and so also the doubter 
of the doubter of the doubter, and in this way ad infinitum. All 
of them, they say, аге Кагэ as much as the first doubter is a 
Kar. Against this the Mu'tazilites of Basrah—who. by the way, 
regard the Mu'tazilites of Baghdad as Кабг on this point !—hold 
that the first doubter is certainly а Кабг because he doubts whether 
а Кабг is a Кабг, but the second doubter, who doubts only whether 
the first doubter is а Kafir, is not а Кабг, but simply a ‘grave 
sinner’ /ásiq'° because he does not doubt that kufr is kufr, but doubts 
only whether the doubter commits kufr with his doubt or not. So 
he should not be treated in the same way as the first doubter. And 
this applies to the third doubter, the fourth doubter, etc. ad infinitum." 


Not only the kufr of the first grade is kufr, but any thesis which, 
however innocent and harmless it may look in itself, leads logically to kufr 
must also be considered kufr. Concerning the ontological status of the 
originated things (hawddith) before their origination, for example, the thinkers 
of Orthodoxy held that they are neither ‘things’ ashyd’ nor ‘entities’ “уйн 
nor ‘substances’ jawdhir nor ‘accidents’ a'rád. 


10) On this technical term, and its particular connotation in the Mu'tazilite thought see the 
next chapter. 

її) Malati, Tambah, p. 45. Майа adds that in his view this second position is preferable 
to that of the Baghdad school. 
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Against this the Qadarites' take the view that the non-existents (nid'- 
diimét) ате ‘things’ even in the state of nonexistence. The Basrah 
School of the Mu'tazilah (going further in precision) maintain that 
substances are substances and accidents are accidents before being 
originated, This view, however, leads eventually to the (Aristotelian) 
thesis of the eternity of the world" (which is kufr). And any view 
which leads in this way to kufr is itself kufr." 

It is not to be wondered at that, in these circumstances, the theologians 
began to speak of kufr and non-kufr about each individual article of faith. 
Of ‘Abd alKarim b. Abi al“Awji’, for instance, Baghdadi says that he 
‘gathered four heretical views: (1) he secretly held to the dualist view of 
Manichaeism ; (2) he believed in metempsychosis (tandsukh); (3) he sym- 
pathized with the Rawafid on the problem of Imamate; (4) he professed 
а Qadarite view on the problem of Divine justice and injustice’."® 

In а similar fashion, but on a more philosophic level, the people of 
Orthodoxy (ah! al-Sunnah) condemned the great Mu'tazilite thinker al. 
Кайт on several particular points of his theory. First, in the field of 
methodology, 

they consider al-Nazzim а Кабг for his denial of the authority of the 
Consensus and the validity of authentic Hadiths and for his professing 
that it is quite possible that the whole Muslim community agrees on 
a mistaken view, because it is possible that those who have handed 
down an authentic Hadith have agreed to make a lie pass for truth.'* 
Secondly regarding the atomistic philosophy, 

they (ie. the Orthodox) declare al-Nazgim together with the Philo- 
sophers to be Kafirs because they (deny the existence of atoms and) 
say that every particle (however small) is divisible into parts ad in- 
finitum, for such an opinion implies that God's knowledge does not 
comprehend them and thus contradicts flatly His words: ‘and He 


12) ie. the Mu'tarilites. We must remember that among the Mu'tazilites of Bayhdád, al 
Khayyht was famous for the thesis here attributed by Baghdêdî to the Bagrah school, namel 
that ‘substance is substance even in the state of non-existence and likewise accident is accident 
in the state of non-existence. ...He even went so far as to say, for example, that black ix 
black in the state of non-existence etc. until there remained only the atitribute of existence 
and origination itself” (Shahrastant, Milal, p. 102) 

13) The ‘world’ Сат) in the terminology of the Muslim theolo 
created’. 

14) Beghdadi, Ferg, p. 320 

15) ibid. p. 225 

16) ibid. p. 315 
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counts exactly the number of all things’ (LXXII, 

Thirdly, in the field of ontology, 
the people of Orthodoxy condemn alNagzàm as а Кабг for his view 
that the accidents (a'rád) are all of one class, that they are all move- 
ments (ағай) whereas the view held unanimously by the Orthodox 
is that accidents belong in diverse classes. They condemn al-Naggám 
because he will be forced to admit by his own theory that ‘belief’ 
imán belongs in the same class as kufr, knowledge as ignorance, 
speaking as silence, and the acts of the Prophet as the acts of the 
accursed Satan. On this ground, there would be no reason for him 
to get angry with one who curses him and abuses him, because, if 
his thesis were right, ‘May God curse Марат!" would belong in ex- 
actly the same class as ‘May God have mercy upon him!"* 


р" 


As Í said at the outset, once the door was open there could be no end 
to the practice of takfir among the Muslims against each other. And the 
situation went on turning for the worse. The theory and practice of takfir 
that developed among the Qarámifah ‘Qarmatians’ will show better than 
anying else to what extremes it could go and what horrible consequences it 
could produce, Here is a passage from Malati’s Tanbih,"* which gives a 
detailed description of the Qarmatian theory of imdn and kufr. 
They believe and profess the transmigration of the spirit, And they 
assert that things like Paradise, Hell, the final Account, the Balance, 
the Punishment and the eternal Bliss, which God mentions in His 
Book, all concern the present world only, and are symbolic expres- 
sions for healthy bodies, beautiful colors, sweet tastes, pleasant smells, 
and lovely things at which rejoice the human souls ; whereas 'chastise- 
ment’ means illness, poverty, pains, sufferings, and all that torments 
the mind, This is the Qarmatian interpretation of the ‘reward and 
punishment of the deeds’. They assert also that God has a human 
aspect in Himself, just as Christians do, Аз regards man, they say 
that he is ‘spirit’ rh only, the body being like a garment which 
he wears temporarily, Further, in their view, everything that comes 
out of the body like muscus, phlegm, excrement, urine, sperm, blood, 
pus, ooze, and sweat—all these are clean, and there are some among 


17) ibid. p. 316. Tt must be remarked that here the reason for the fakfir of al-Nazzim 
stands on a non-philosophical basis, But Baghdid gives in another book, Ujül al-Din 
Istanbul, 182A, p. 36) a logical efutation of the theory of the divisibility of things ad infinitum, 
18) ibid. p. 317 

19) op. cit, pp. 20-28 
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them who even eat each other's excrement because of their conviction 
that it is pure and clean! 
They claim: only those who believe in all this and share the same 
view are ‘believers’; their wives are ‘believers’; they should not be 
killed, and their possessions should not be spoiled, whereas he who 
opposes them and does not share their belief is a Káfir-Mushrik, and 
his blood and possessions are not safeguarded by the Divine Law 
Thus they restrict the name of ‘believer’ to themselves. And among 
themselves they regard the wives of each other as ‘religiously allowed’, 
so also their children ; that is, their bodies are just ‘allowed’ for any 
of them to enjoy, there being no prohibition, no restriction set. And 
this, in their view, is imn itself, so much so that in case someone 
from among them demands of a woman her body, or of a man or a 
boy his body, if the person refuses to comply with the request, she 
ог he proves thereby to be а Кабг in their community, because such 
а person goes out of the Divine Law as they understand it, 
AlMalati goes on to describe how these Qarmatians ran riot in the 
xlorification of sensual pleasures and in the wildest sexual license, basing 
themselves on this strange definition of mûn and kufr. But this is not the. 
place to follow up his description, Enough has been said, I believe, to show 
what fateful consequences could flow from the takfir when it was left free 
and unbridled. And the Muslim thinkers themselves soon became keely 
aware of the danger involved. 


H Ghazali’s theory of fakfir 


Reference was made in the last section to the Mu'tazilite thinker al. 
Murdár who was inclined to condemn almost all men as Кабг He was 
not in any way an exceptional case. Dirár b. ‘Amr, for example, who was 
one of the prominent figures in the early history of Islamic theology is said 
to have expressed openly his suspicion of the nature of the belief entertained 
by the common people in the community. ‘I am not sure’, he said, ‘perhaps 
the innermost hearts of the common people are nothing but shirk and kufr.** 
20) {уги was а contemporary of фе Mu'tazilite Waşil b. "Ati, a Bh. century thinker. 
He was not a Mu'tazilite (see al-Khayyat, Intigdr, p. 133), though Ibn Hazm counts him among 
the Мо Baghdádi considers him the head of an independent sub-sect named after 
him Dirarissoh, (Fara р. 
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‘This problem grows later into a serious one in theology and arouses there 
much heated discussion under the catchword of aliman bi-al-taglid, i.e. "be 
lief based on the authority of others’, or takfir al'dmmah, i.e. ‘condemning 
the belief of the common people as kufr" st 
Problems of this sort are after all a matter of pure theory. But when 
we take into consideration also the Qarmatian understanding of the concept of 
imán and kufr, which, as we have just seen, were directly connected with 
the actual, concrete life of the people, we cannot help realizing how danger- 
ous and serious the situation was. The latter theologians of the post-Ash'. 
arite times naturally felt the gravity of the matter. Trying to warn the 
Muslims against going too carelessly to the extremes in condemning their 
own fellow-believers, Taftazint says :*" 
He who asserts that man creates his own deeds" should not be labelled 
so lightly as a Mushrik, for shirk ‘associating’, in our view, is to posit 
an ‘associate’ to God in His God-ness, that is, in the necessity of 
existence, as the Magians do, or in the sense of deserving worship, 
аз in the case of the idolaters. It must be observed that the Mu'- 
alites in no way do such a thing. Nay, they do not exactly attribute 
to man the same power of creation as God's power of creation be- 
cause (they admit that) man needs (in producing any deed) means 
and instruments that are created by God. The representative theo: 
logians of the Transoxiana' went so far in condemning them as 
heretics as to declare that even the Magians would be in a better 
state than the Mu'tazilites because the former recognized only one 
‘associate’ (to God) while the latter recognized ‘associates’ without 
number. 


Pressing need for checking the abuse of takfir was being felt on all 
sides. Something had to be done, and that not only practically but also 
theoretically, because to have attempted to lay restraints forcibly and 
unreasonably on the abuse of fakfir would simply have served to stir further 


21) Particularly interesting is the controversy provoked by oblem between the Achari 
and the Maturidites, This will be considered in detail in а later context from a <omew 
different point of view, when we come to discuss Ash'arl's conception of (тн. 

his commentary on al-Nasafl's, Creed al-'Agd’id al-Nasafiyyah, Cairo. Zed. 1909, pp. 


343.34. 
23) Reference is of course to the Mu'tazilite thesis that man is the creator of his deeds, а 


thesis which intends to save the absolute ‘justice’ of God from the responsiblity 
all the evil deeds committed by man. 

74) ie. the Máturidites 

25) ie. in making out of men ‘creators’ of their own deeds, 
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emotive attitudes and aggravated the situation, In order to avoid this, a 
good theory of takfir had to be formulated on the solid basis of reason and 
logical persuasion. As a typical instance of such an attempt, we shall take 
up here the theory advanced by Ghazili on this problem. 

The point from which he started was the deplorable situation which 
was unfolding itself before his own eyes, in which every group seemed to 
feel entitled to condemn all others. The Hanbalite, he says, condemns the 
Ash‘arite as a Кабг on the ground that the latter denies, against the Pro- 
phet’s explicit words, God’s ‘being above’ and His ‘sitting firm on the 
‘Throne’, while the Ash'arite, on his part, condemns the Hanbalite claiming 
that the latter is but an anthromorphist and that he makes the Prophet а 
liar as regards the words ‘there is nothing like unto Him’. The Ash‘arite, 
on the other hand, condemns the Mu'tazilite saying that the latter goes 
against the Prophet's teaching in denying the ‘visibility of God’ and ‘the 
existence of the Divine attributes like Knowledge and Power’, But the 
Mu'tazilite condemns the Ash'arite precisely because the thesis of the ex- 
istence of (eternal) attributes (which is the theory held by the Ash‘arite) 
is simply tantamount to admitting the plurality of eternal entities and thus 
to making the Prophet a liar in his teaching of the Unity of God?* 

In the face of such disastrous circumstances in which each sect, blinded 
by its fanatical party spirit, considers itself the sole representative of the 
Truth and treats all others as Káfirs, Ghazáli begins by observing that 

he is а downright fool who, when asked to give his definition of kufr, 
answers: ‘Kufr is anything that is opposed to the Ash‘arite theory, 
or the Mu'tazilite theory, or the Hanbalite theory or indeed any 
other theory, (as the case may be)’. Such a man is more blind than 
a blind man, an uncritical follower of authority.” 

And he goes on to prove the foolishness of such an attitude by a 
concrete example. Suppose, he says, here is а man of the Ash'arite school, 
who is determined to regard anybody as а Кабг who opposes Ash'ari's 
teaching on any problem whatsoever. Is then Bagillàni,' in his view, a 
Кабг because he opposes to Ash'ari on the problem of the attribute of baqd" 
"eternal existence" and says that it is ло? an attribute which is distinguish- 
able from, and accidental to, Divine essence? From where does he get the 
28) Fayal al-Tafrigah bayna al-Islam wa-el-Zandagah, ed. Sulaymin Dunya. Cairo. 1981. y. 
vs. 

27) dd p. 131. 
3) Abû Bakr Mubammad b. al-Tib, al-Bëqillani (4. 00/1012), one of the greatest names 
in the Ash'arite school. 


29) “eternal” in the sense of ‘eternal a parte posl, that is. existence that will never come 
tw an end. 
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proof that Ash'ari's view is the only truth in such a rigorous sense? If 
Baqilláni is а Кабг because he is opposed to Ash'ari on this point, is it not 
equally possible to say that Ash'ari is а Кабг because he is opposed to 
Báqilláni »* 

Ghazáli goes on to give a more subtle example which concerns the prob- 
lem of the Divine attributes, one of the pivotal points of Muslim theology 
since the rise of the Mu'tazilites?" The Mu'tazilites admit that God is 
the Knower who comprehends everything knowable and the Almighty who 
is capable of doing everything possible ; what they deny is the existence of 
the (eternal) attributes in God. So, Ghazáli asserts, the only difference 
between them and the Ash'arites boils down to whether God is Knower 
and Almighty by Himself?! or by an attribute distinguishable from (Himself). 
Why then should we condemn the Mu'tazilites as Kafirs? To this an ат 
Mu'tazilite may reply: ‘I condemn them because they assert that (what is 
there is only) one Divine Essence and from this one Essence are derivable 
Knowledge, Power and Life. But (I say that) all these are attributes which 
are quite different from each other both in definition and reality. And it is 
absolutely impossible for many ontologically different things to be united 
into one, or that the one Essence should take their place.” 

But if we are to condemn the Mu'tazilite on such a ground, Ghazili 
continues, then we would have to do the same thing with Ash'ari, because 
he makes sometimes statements of exactly the same nature. Concerning 
God's Speech, for instance, he says: ‘Speech is an attribute distinguishable 
from, and inherent in, God's Essence; and although it (ie. Speech) is es 
sentially one, it is, at the same time, the Torah, the Evangel, the Psalms. 
and the Koran; it is also (from a different point of view) Command, Pro- 
hibition, Information, and Interrogation’. This means that, in Ash'ari's view. 
several different things are united into one to form Divine Speech. Buthow 
сап one and the same thing— which is, in this case, Speech—allow sometimes 
of being affirmed and denied" and sometimes not?” In short, Ghazáli 
concludes, he who hastens without reflexion to the takfir of those who 
happen to oppose Ash‘ari or anybody else is an ignorant and uncritical man.“ 


Errors of this kind, according to Ghazáli come ultimately from a basic 


30) Ghazal, op.cut. p. 132 
31) ibid. pp. 132133 

32) as the Mu'tazilites hold 

33) as the Ash'arites hold 

м) the case of Information (or Predication) 
35) as in the case of Command and Probi 
36) op. cit. p. 201 
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misunderstanding of the nature of faÁfir itself. ‘Those theologicans and 
jurists who exercise takfir indiscriminately think that the basis of takfir is 
Reason. They are wrong" What, then, is the true basis of afir? What 
kind of problem is the problem of takfir ? 

In order to give a theoretically correct answer to this question, Ghazáli 
ing what is really implied by the judgment: ‘This man 
This proposition means basically three things. First, (concern- 
ing his life in the Hereafter) that this man will be in the Fire, and that 
eternally. Secondly, (concerning his life in the present world) that his 
blood and possessions are not lawfully safeguarded, that he is not allowed 
to marry a Muslim woman, and that he is not protected by the law of 
vendetta, Thirdly, that what he says is a lie and his faith nothing but 
ignorance. In other words, the fakfir of a man means in short that he can 
be lawfully killed, his wealth spoiled, and that it is permissible for anyone 
to declare openly and without any reserve that he will be made to stay in 
the Fire forever. 

‘Thus understood, it will be clear that fakfir is essentially a legal prob- 
lem. Its basis is Revelation, not Reason. The judgment that a certain 
person can lawfully and justly be killed, his possessions confiscated, and that 
he fully deserves to be declared a eternal dweller of Hell, belongs to the 
domain of the Divine Law. But it is of the very nature of the Divine Law 
that it is absolutely free, In this domain it is, properly speaking, not im- 
possible at all that Gad might declare that a liar (against God) and a man 
ignorant (of God) or one who gives the lie (to the Prophet) will be re- 
warded by Paradise instead of being punished in Hell, although it is impos 
sible even in such a case that a lie should be declared to be truth, and 
ignorance knowledge. This implies that Reason is in this domain utterly 
powerless ; there is no place for it to operate. Whether a man is а Кабг 
or Muslim is judged solely by the evidence of revealed words (ie. Divine 
Will) or ijtihdd, that is, an analogical argument based on revealed words. 
In short, it is a matter of jurisprudence (fiqh). You cannot call anybody 
a Kafir and condemn him as such on the ground that your Reason argues 
that way." 


What then is the basic criterion by which we can righty judge a man 
а Кабг? The question is ultimately reducible to the right definition of kufr. 
There may be conceivable several ways of defining the concept. But for 
з) на p. 210 


38) Ghazal, al-Igtigdd ft al-l'tigdd, Ankara, 1962, pp. 242-247. This work of Ghazall will 
Ме referred to in the following as Jatijdd. 
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the present purpose a very simple definition will suffice. Ghazáli offers the 
following one : ‘kufr is the takdhib of the Apostle of God concerning any 
point of what he has told us’, The word takdhib means literally ‘giving а 
person the lie’, ‘regarding what he says as a lie’, which is opposed to tasdiq 
meaning literally ‘regarding something as true’, ‘believing’, In this particular 
context, Ghazáli defines ímán as “tasdiq of whatever the Apostle has told 
us” 

So the basic criterion here in question is provided by the simple dictum: 
‘anybody who gives the lie to Muhammad is а Кабг", with the understand- 
ing that we take the dictum to mean nothing other than that such а person 
will go to Hell after death and remain there eternally, and that while he is 
alive, his blood and possessions are halél, 

The only thing which goes to compli 
several degrees distinguishable in ‘Kafir-n 
degrees. 

(1) In the first place, the Jews and Christians (together with those who 
belong to some other religious communities, like the Magians and the idol- 
worshippers). They are notorious for the takdhib of Muhammad. The 
Koran itself constantly mentions them as Kafirs, and there is also a unanimous 
Consensus of the Muslim community that such people are Kafirs. So there 
can be no question about the /akfir of these people. This is the very “root 
(aş) of the whole question of takfir, and all others are but corollaries. 

(2) The ‘Brahmans’ and the 'Materialists', The former deny not only 
Muhammad but all Apostles in general, that is to say, they deny the 
principle of prophetic mission itself. For this reason they are more deserv- 
ing of takfir than the Jews and the Christians, The Dahriyyah, ‘Material- 
ists’ or ‘Atheists’, are those who do not admit the existence of the Creator 
of the world. This means that they deny not only the Apostles but also 
Him who sends the Apostles. So they are even more deserving of takfir 
than the Brahmans, 

All those who advocate any theory which, by implication, leads to the 
negation of the truthfulness of Prophetic mission, and particularly of Muham- 
mad, fall under this second category. 

(3) The Philosophers (Faldsifah) admit the existence of the Creator, 
the truthfulness of prophetic mission, and Mubammad's being an authentic 
Apostle and Prophet. But they profess many things that go obviously 


is that there are 
inguishes six such 


m) Fayyal, p. 134 

10) Iqtisad, pp. 248-253. In the Faygal he is content with mentioning only three classes that 
ге fully entitled to takfir: (1) the Jews and Christians, (2) the ‘Brahmans’ (Bardhimah). 
and (3) the "Materialists" (Dahriyyah). 
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against Ње words of Revelation. For example, they assert that the Prophet 
Mubammad did not dare to disclose the real Truth (which coincides exactly 
with the teachings of Aristotle) and intentionally concealed it for fear that 
the common people with their poor intelligence might misunderstand and 
distort it. Takfir must definitely be exercised against them without hesita 
tion, 

Their Kafir-ness reveals itself nakedly in the following three points: 
(a) their refusal to admit the resurrection of the body, the chastisement (of 
the sinful) in Hell and the blissful reward (of the faithful) in Paradise with 
black-eyed maidens and all kinds of physical delights; (b) their view that 
God does not and cannot know the Particulars and the concrete details of 
what happens here on the earth, because He knows only the Universals, and 
because the knowledge of the Particulars is reserved to the Angels in Heaven; 
(c) their thesis that the world is eternal a parte ante, and that, therefore, 
God's precedence is (not in time but) in rank and order as the precedence 
of the cause over the caused. 

АШ these three points are nothing other than an open takdhib of the 
teaching of the Prophet. The Philosophers try hard with their sophistry to 
hide it, but in vain, 

(4) The Mu'tazilites, the anthropomorphists, and other sects who stand 
outside the pale of the Muslim Aristotelians. They declare that they believe 
the veracity of the Prophet and his never having told a lie even for the 
sake of the good of the common people. They do resort, however, to fa’wil 
‘the allegorical interpretation of the revealed words’, and commit mistakes 
arbitrary interpretation of this sort. Neverthless, it may be questioned 
seriously whether or not fakfir should be practised against them. 

As a general rule, Ghazáli thinks, we had better incline in such a case 
toward not exercising fakfir, It would be wise of you ‘that you restrain 
your tongue as much as possible from condemning those who pray toward 
Mekka, and say: "There is no god but God and Muhammad is His Apostle”, 
without contradicting (by what they say and do) this confession of faith." 
The sin of leaving alive a thousand Кабг is far less grave than that of 
shedding just a few drops of the blood of one Muslim. 

The sacred text itself provides us only with the rule that we should 
condemn as a Кайг anyone who gives the lie to the Apostle (takfir al. 
mukadhdhib li-al-rasiil), and nothing beyond that. And the people of the 
fourth category are not mukadhdhib in this sense. Besides, there is no 
definite text to the effect that a mistake in allegorical interpretation demands 
lakfir. The conclusion is that, except in case of an open straightforward 
1) Аум, p. 195 
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takdhib, the theologians are under the protective power of the confession of 
faith. 

(8) Those who, though they do not make an open takdhib, deny any 
one of the fundamental articles of the Sacred Law that can be traced back 
to the Apostle of God himself by an uninterrupted chain of reporters, and 
says; ‘Ido not know whether this really comes from the Apostle or not. 
‘An example of this is a man who persists in his opinion that the five daily 
prayers are not a religious duty, however much we try (to make him 
understand the truth by) quoting from the Koran and Tradition, and keeps 
on saying, ‘I am not sure if this really goes back to the Apostle of God: 
it may even be a wilful falsification!’ Likewise а man who says, 1 admit 
that the pilgrimage to Mekka is a religious duty, but I do not know where 
Mekka is, where the Ka'ba is, nor do I know if the place toward which 
the people face in their prayer and to which they go on pilgrimage is really 
the place which the Apostle of God visited and to which the Koran has 
referred’. 

People of this category are obviously mukadhdhib, and therefore fully 
deserve takfir, for the authentic Hadiths going back to the Prophet himself 
are naturally within the reach of the common folk, not to speak of the 
scholars. This rule of takfir, however, does not apply to those who have 
been coverted to Islam only recently, nor to those to whom any particular 
Tradition has not yet come regarding the specific subject in question. 

Distinction must also be made in connection with this problem between 
the ‘essentials’ or ‘fundamentals’ (ин) and ‘non-fundamentals’ (furit) 
Everything that has no direct bearing on God, the Apostle, and the Last Day 
is а nonessential. And the rule must be: ‘No takfir at all in non-essentials 
(la takfir fi alfuri? ауа). The regulations about Pilgrimage and Worship 
belong to the category of essentials, but the knowledge, for example, of 
Muhammad’s having married Hafgah, daughter of ‘Umar, and of the Caliph 
Abû Bakr's having really existed, etc., is a non-essential, and he who denies 
the veracity of Tradition in these matters is not liable to be condemned. 
Such а man forms properly the objet of takhfi'ah ‘declaring (something) to 
be a mistake’ (in the case of legal problems), or fabdi ‘considering as an 
innovation bid'ah (in the case of the problem of the Imamate, for instance) 
А man who entertains a wrong idea of the Imamate is not а Kar. Ibn 
Kaysán," for example, went so far as to deny the necessity itself of the 
Imamate. But this does not constitute a reason why he should be condemn- 


42) The paragraph that follows is based on Faysal, p. 195, while the rest of the whole 
section dealing with the six degrees of fakflr is based on latisad. 
43) d. 320/832, or 299/911-12 
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ed as а Кабг, for it does not lead to takdhib of the Apostle. Ibn Kaysán 
is a Кабг only to the fanatics of Shi‘ah who attach such an importance to 
the Imamate that in their minds the belief in the Imam and the belief in 
God are of coordinate rank, which is of course absurd. 

(6) Мог should we condemn a man lightly as a Kafir simply because 
he denies something that has been established by the Consensus (md). 
The takfir of such а man, according to Ghazáll, is very problematic. It is 
not easy to decide whether а man is a Кабг or not, if he neither professes 
anything which is an open fakdhib of the Apostle nor denies anything es 
tablished firmly by an authentic Hadith going back to the Apostle in the 
domain of the ‘essentials’ of Islam, but denies something, the truth of which 
is based solely on the Consensus and for which there is no other proof 
than the Consensus. We are not even sure, Ghazili says, as to whether 
we should condemn as а Кабг the Mu'tazilite Nazzim who went a step 
further and denied the very authority of Consensus. 

"This hesitation to condemn one who doubts the Consensus rests on the 
fact that we are not so sure of the nature of Consensus as an absolute 
authority. It is open to serious question. The condition of the Consensus, 
if it is to act as an absolute authority, is that all the authoritative scholars 
(ahl al-hall wa-al-1gd) of an age have agreed unanimously and openly on 
one and the same solution, and then have continued to agree for some time 
or, according to some, till the end of the age. Such absolute authorty is 
achieved when the Caliph sends letters to every quarter of the earth and 
collects the formal opinions (fatwa) of all the authoritative scholars in one 
period and succeeds in showing the unanimous agreement of their opinions 
оп a certain question in such а way that nobody will be allowed to repeal 
it or to oppose it. 

This is possible in theory, but in practice extremely difficult to achieve 
if not absolutely impossible. Furthermore, even after the establishment of 
the Consensus of this nature, there still remains the question of whether we 
could justifiably exercise takfir against everybody who acts against it, because 
it is quite possible that the authorities consulted have agreed by mere chance, 
and some of them may withdraw from the Consensus later. But the with- 
drawal of even one member is enough to invalidate the agreement. Besides, 
how could we expect everbody to know immediately the Consensus on all 
matters? We come to know the points of agreement and disagreement 
among the authoritative scholars of the past gradually and step by step, 
through a long process of study. In other words, there are always many 
people to whom the Consensus has not come. When such a person has 
done or said something against the Consensus, he is simply a j@hil ‘ignorant 
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man’ or a mukhti' ‘one who has made 
hadhdhib. And sincs there is no takdhib 
as а Кабг. 


stake’; surely he is not a mu- 
wolved, he cannot be condemned 


The foregoing is an almost literal reproduction of a whole section in 
Iqtisád and Faysal dealing with the problem of takdhib. What Ghazili 
intends to do here is, as [ said before, to check and bridle the excessive 
and inconsiderate use of fakdhib among the Muslims against each other. 
The entire theory is constructed, not for its own sake, but quite obviously 
with a view to providing a practical rule of right and reasonable conduct 
im matters that concern dogmatic positions. That is why the theory is based 
on an extremely simple principle, namely that /akfir must be exercised 
only and exclusively when there is fakdhib. 
simple principle, however, raised a very grave theoretic problem 
regarding the practice of гач! because for many Muslim thinkers fa'uil was 
nothing but a most obvious case of takdhib against God and the Apostle. 
Ghazal allots a large space in Faysal to this problem. But it would take 
us too far beyond the scope of the present study to go into the details of 
his theory. We shall be content with giving here some of the most relevant 
points e 

Now fa'wil is an ‘allegorical’—or rather we should say 'noniteral— 
interpretation of the sacred texts, both the Koran and the Hadith. The 
point Ghazáli makes is, in the first place, that every fa’wil does not neces- 
sarily constitute kufr. A man is not a Кабг simply because he has practis- 
ed fa'wil, in interpreting sacred words. So long as he keeps to the right 
norm of поп ега! interpretation he is not to be condemned as а Кайт. In 
fact Ghazali takes the position that no опе, not even one single Muslim, 
can do entirely without fa’til. Even Ahmad b. Hanbal, who was admittedly 
the farthest removed from the practice of fa’wil, had to resort to it occasion- 
ally. ‘In Baghdad I heard personally from those who were considered the 
authorities of the Hanbalite school that Ibn Hanbal applied а nonditeral 
interpretation to three Hadiths If Ibn Hanbal restricted the application of 
this type of interpretation to only three Hadiths, Ghazali adds, it was merely 
because he was not a man who would go deep into logical thinking : other- 
wise he would have seen himself forced to extend fa'wil to a lot of other 
Hadiths. 

‘The first of the three Hadiths here in question, to give a concrete ex- 


11) The ий д4 does not go further into this problem. What follows is based on Faysal 
DES 
15) Faysal. pp. 
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ample, is: alhajar alaswad yamin Alléh fi al-ard, "The black stone (of 
Ka'ba) is the right hand of God on the earth’. The word yamin ‘right 
hand’ must be understood metaphorically, and not literally, for a literal 
interpretation would inevitably lead to a crude type of anthropomorphism. 
One usually kisses the right hand of a man whom one desires to approach. 
Likewise the Muslim kisses the black stone as a means of approaching God. 
In this sense the black stone is similar to the right hand, “not in its essence, 
nor in its essential attributes, but in one of its accidental attributes’, and it 
is called ‘the right hand’ only in this sense. Ghazáli observes that, of all 
possible ways of non-literal interpretation, this represents the one which is 
a farthest removed from the ‘literal’ understanding of the words. “h is 
remarkable that a man“ who kept himself away from the nonliteral interpreta- 
tion was forced to have recourse to an interpretation which is as far away 
from the literal interpretation as possible’. 

The basic condition of the right exercise of fa’wil is that there should 
be a definite proof (burhán) showing the impossibility of the ‘literal’ záhir 
interpretation. He who lays his hands on revealed words, particularly those 
that represent essential concepts of Islam, and changes the zdhir by an 
arbitrary interpretation, without any Durhán, must be condemned immediately 
as а Кабг. The philosophers who, by their sophistry, try to deny the 
literal truth of the Resurrection of the bodies must be considered Kafirs, for 
there is no burhdn at all that it is impossible for the spirits of the dead 
to come back to their former bodies on the Last Day. Likewise, the non- 
literal interpretation of the Garden and the Fire and other eschatological 
terms is liable to takfir, These are all matters firmly established by an 
uninterrupted Tradition, and they do not allow of ta’wil, for it is inconceiv- 
able that any burhdn should be found in favor of an allegorical interpreta- 
tion, which, in these cases, would amount to sheer negation of the eschato- 
logical facts. 

But in case а key-concept essentially allows of such an interpretation, 
even a metaphorical interpretation far removed from the literal one, we must 
examine carefully its burhán. And if we find the burhdn to be conclusive, 
we must profess it. However, even in cases of this sort, if our open pro- 
fession of such an interpretation is likely to do more harm than good to 
the naive belief of the common folk, then making such a thesis public would 
constitute the sin of bid'ah ‘innovation’. In case the burhdn adduced for 
ta'wil is not definitely conclusive but is not of such a nature that it might 
do harm to the religion, professing it is, again, bidwh, and not kufr. The 
Mu'tazilites’ negation of the visibility of God on ће Day of Resurrection is 
46) ie. Ibn Hanbal. 
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an example in point. In case it is likely to do harm to the religion, the 
question must be regarded as subject to jfihád;" it may or may not be 
condemned as kufr depending upon the view of the mujtahid. 

When the поп ега] interpretation proposed is completely arbitrary and 
goes beyond the bounds of the Arabic language, it is of course downright 
kufr and he who proposes it is a mukadhdhib, that is, Кабг. Some of 
the Bátiniyyah, for example, understand the word wid ‘one’ in the sentence 
“Verily God is one!” in the sense of ‘the giver and creator of unity’, and 
the word ‘lim "knower' as a divine name in the sense of ‘one who provides 
knowledge’, the word mawjüd ‘existent’ in the sense of ‘one who gives 
existence to others’ thereby denying that God Himself is the One, the 
Knower, and the Existent. When ta’wil goes to this degree, it is no longer 
tail, because in Arabic the word wáhid ‘one’ can never mean {jad al. 
wahdah “ће creation of one-ness’. This is nothing other than kufr. 


47) that is to say, recourse must be had to the opinion of an authoritative scholar (mujtahid) 
who has the right to make decisions. 


Chapter Ш 


THE GRAVE SINNER (FÁSIQ) 


I The concept of the grave sin (kabirah) 


The Khárijites raised various questions around the central concept of 
kufr. Though most of the questions were still of practical significance rather 
than of a purely theoretic and theological nature, they gave an enormous 
impetus to the development of theological thinking among the Muslims and 
thus became the origin of many of the important theological concepts. One 
of them was fakfir which we have examined in the previous chapter. In 
this chapter we are going to take up for consideration another key-concept, 
‘the grave sin’ kabirah, which was brought to the foreground of attention 
in the Muslim community by what the Khárijites did and said. 

The concept of the grave or mortal sin has direct scriptural basis in 
the Koran ; namely, in Surah XLII, 37, the word kabd'ir (pl. of kabirah) 
occurs in the sense of ‘grave sins" The word kabirah literally means ‘big’ 
or ‘great’. And if there are ‘big’ sins, we must logically suppose that there 
are also ‘small’ sins, because the concept of a ‘big’ sin would be meaningless 
if it is not contrasted with that of a ‘small’ sin. Thus the distinction itself 
between grave and light sins stands, albeit indirectly, on a scriptural basis. 

The real problem begins, however, when one begins to ask in a concrete 
situation as to whether a given act should be classified under the one or the 
other of the two categories. Drinking wine, for example, is surely a sin 
because it is an act of disobedience to God's command. But is it a ‘big’ 
sin or a ‘small’ sin? Only one thing is absolutely certain : shirk which, as 
we have seen in the foregoing, means ‘associating anything with God’ that 
is, ‘polytheism’ or ‘idolatry’, is a grave, unpardonable sin. The Koran makes 
this clear beyond any doubt when it declares :" ‘Verily God will never forgive 
that anything should be associated with Him, But other than this He for- 
gives whom He will’, But are we right in taking this to mean that the 
shirk is the only grave sin and, consequently, anything other than that (md 
1) ...twa-alladhina yajtanibdna kabd'ira al-ithmi...” and those who avoid the worst of sins’. 


2) Koran, IV, 116: Inna Allaha là yaghfiru an yushraka bi-H.sea-yaghfiru та dana dhalika 
liman yashd'u. Cf. also IV, 50-52 
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dina dhálika) is a ‘small’ sin? Or are there many grave sins other than 
shirk? And if so, where should we draw the line of demarcation between 
the two categories? The Koran does not make this point definitely clear. 

The extremists among the Khárijites, the Azragites, as we have seen, 
simplified the matter by declaring that all those who did not belong to their 
camp are guilty of shirk. This, however, by no means solved the problem 
satisfactorily 

The concept of sin itself is not difficult to define in Islam. The Koran 
suggests that a sinner is one who disobeys God's commands. The sin, in 
other words, is an act of ‘disobedience’ (ma'siyah), which is the opposite 
of ‘obedience’ ({dah). The Islamic concept of sin is based on this opposition. 

Téah means that а man acts in conformity with what somebody 
else has commanded him to do. Anyone who does so is ‘obedient’ 
muti. It follows that ma'siyah means that a man acts against what 
he has been commanded to do, and does what he has bcen prohibit. 
ed to do? 

The trouble is that ‘disobedience’ to God seems to have many degrees. 
In more concrete terms, although shirk and drinking wine, for example, are 
both evidently acts of ‘disobedience’, it is difficult to suppose that they re- 
present exactly the same degree of sinfulness. 

This situation is reflected in Tradition. A well-known Ladith going 
back to "Abd Allah b. Mas'üd reads :* 

A certain man once asked the Apostle, ‘O Apostle of God, what is 
the greatest sin in the eyes of God?” The Prophet replied, “That 
you should worship anything with God, when He alone created you’ 
The man then said, “And what comes next” The Prophet replied, 
“That you should kill your child for fear of his partaking (later) of 
your food.’ The man went on to ask, ‘And what comes next” 
The Prophet said, “That you should commit adultery with the wife 
of your neighbor.” 

It is worthy of notice that in the Hadith here quoted, no distinction 
is made between the purely religious sin (ie. that of shirk) and crimes be- 
longing to the domain of human relationships in the society. All these are 
‘big’ sins, and the difference between them is a matter of degree rather 


„ Sabth, Iman No. 141 
5) Ayy al-dhanb akbar lit. "which of the sins in the greatest, We must remark th 
word abr "big! ‘great’ itself is used here. In a nother word alm is used with the 
same meaning. For an interesting use of the word ‘aim in the sense of “something disgraceful 
"shame" see Diwan al-Hamasak, Cairo, 1951, CDXNXI, v. 2. The Koran also uses it in this 
sense, XXIII, 53, 
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than that of nature. This Hadith is regarded by Wensinck* as representing 
the first stage in the development of the concept of kabirah 

The second stage, in his opinion, is represented by Hadith No. 144 of 
the same Book, in which seven grave sins are enumerated. This time the 
word actually used for the ‘grave sins’ is mübigát, lit. “destructive ones’. 
that is, those sins that lead to perdition. The underlying idea is obviously 
the same as kabirah. The seven ‘mortal’ sins mentioned are (1) shirk, (2) 
magic, (3) unlawful taking of human life, (4) spending the money of orphans, 
(5) usury, (6) desertion from the battle field, (7) slandering chaste but 
heedless Muslim women. 

It is thus clear that, from the very beginning, shirk was regarded by 
common consent not only as a ‘big’ sin, but the "biggest" akbar of all big 
sins, And this has never been questioned in the history of theology. But 
this was also almost the only point of perfect agreement among the Muslim 
thinkers. Beyond this point, everybody took the way he liked, and opinion 
was divided. 

The Kharijites, whose thought we studied in the preceding chapters. 
were not ignorant of the distinction between the grave sins and venial sins. 
The Najdites among them, for example, taught that grave sins were н/у 
and those who were guilty of them would be punished in Hell forever. 
while those who were guilty only of venial sins would be punished, but not 
eternally, perhaps in Hell, perhaps not, But the distinction itself was not 
elaborated by the Khárijites theoretically. As we have observed more than 
once, they were much more concerned with the immediate practical con 
sequence of a man's committing a grave sin than with the problem of how 
to define the concept of the grave sin itself. Those who have committed a 
grave sin, whatever it is, are to be excluded from the Muslim community 
аз being no longer Muslims ; they are Kafirs (or Mushriks), and are, there- 
fore, liable to be killed lawfully. This equation of grave sin and kufr, with 
all the consegences of the equation, dominated their thinking. As to the 
conceptual structure of the grave sin, they did not take the trouble to analyze 
it theoretically. 

The Murji'ites (murji'ah), who succeed the Khárijites in the history of 
Islamic theology, made a remarkable contribution toward the development 
of theological thinking among the Muslims by theorizing on the problem of 
the concept of ‘belief imdn, as we shall see presently. But they do not 
seem to have made any major contribution regarding the concept of the 
grave sin. Ash'ari writes about the Murji'ites 7 
в) Muslim Creed, р. 39 
7) Magalat, р. 150 


a THE CONCEPT OF BELIEF IN ISLAMIC THEOLOGY 


There are two main currents among them on this particular problem. 
According to one, every act of disobedience constitutes a grave sin, 
that is, whenever а man disobeys God in any matter, there is a kabir- 
ah, (This was the opinion of Bishr al-Marisi* and others), Accord- 
ing to the other. the acts of disobedience are two kinds: great and 
small, 

But beyond this point Ash'ari does not give us any information, except 
about a few points of minor importance. He remarks, for example, that 
opinion was divided among the Murji'ites into two on the question of sins 
committed by the Prophets. ‘All acts of disobedience’, one party held, ‘done 
by a Prophet are grave sins, People of this group declared furthermore 
that it was possible for a Prophet to commit any kabirah such as murder 
and adultery. The other party held that ‘all acts of disobedience done by 
а Prophet constitute only small sins’ 

The Mu'tazilites in general recognized the basic distinction between ‘big’ 
and ‘small’ sins. And some of them explained this conceptual pair by say- 
ing: 

Everything for which there is wa'íd (lit. ‘threat’, іе, a divine chastise- 
ment definitely stated in the Revelation) is ‘big’, whereas any act of 
disobedience for which there is no wa'id is ‘small’. Others took the 
view that not only everything which is the direct object of wa'id is 
‘big’ but so is also everything which is similar to it in degree, and 
that everything for which there is по wa'id or anything analoguous 
to it can be either ‘small’ entirely or partly ‘small’ and partly ‘big’, 
but it can never happen that such an act should be neither ‘small’ 
nor even partly ‘small’. Ja'íar b. Mubashshir of the Baghdad school 
taught that all intention (to commit a sin) was a ‘big’ sin, and all 
those who committed an act of disobedience intentionally were grave 
sinners,'* 

AlJubbá'i had a somewhat different thing to tell about the distinction 
between these two kinds of sin." 

It is of the nature of a 'small' sin that the man who has committed 
it will obtain the right to be pardoned if he avoids “big' sins, whereas 
all ‘big’ sins are such that they will nullify whatever Divine reward 
а man deserves for his belief; but the avoidance of ‘big’ sins nulli 
Divine punishment for ‘small’ sins. Moreover, he used to say, the 


8) On this Murji'ite thinker more will be said in the following chapter. 
9) op. ей. p. 151 

10) The following passage ix taken from Ash'ari, op. cit, pp. 270-571 
п) Азан, p. 270 
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resolution (пгт) to do a ‘big’ sin is itself а ‘small’ sin; likewise, 
the resolution to do kufr is kufr. Abû Hudhayl held a similar view, 
namely, that anyone who has made a resolution to do something is 
just the same as he who has done it. 

The emphasis upon ‘resolution’ points to the importance attached by 
the Mu‘tazilites to intention in ethico-religious acts, Before the Mu'tazilites, 
however, the Murjrites had already put forward a sort of motivation theory 
in ethics, as we shall see in the following chapter. Dr. Albert Nader in 
his study of the philosophical system of the Mu'tazilites'* points out with 
great emphasis as another remarkable characteristic of the Mu'tazilite theory 
of sin, the supremacy given in it to the Law of Reason (al-shari'ah al'agliy- 
yah as he calls it) over against the Divine Law (or al-shari'ah al-nabawiy. 
yah ‘the Law of the Prophet’). Dr. Nader points out that to commit a 
grave sin means, in the Mu'tazilite system, to violate something which Reason 
has judged to be good. ‘Disobedience’ ma‘siyah means here primarily 
‘disobedience against the natural Law of Reason’. This interpretation squares 
quite remarkably with the general tendency of the Mu'tazilite thought, And 
yet the words of Ash'ari quoted above about the Mu'tazilites’ having made 
ача the basic criterion of “| and ‘small’ sins, would seem to show that 
the matter was not in reality so simple. 

Be this as it may, it is clear that even the Mu'tazilite thinkers did not 
work out an elaborate and sophisticated theory of the grave sin. 

‘They had a far more important problem to occupy their minds in con- 
nection with the concept of kabirah. We shall examine this problem in the 
second half of the present chapter. 

But before we turn to it, we shall give here an English translation of 
а whole paragraph from, Abû "Udhbah's famous book,” which will provide 
us with a fairly accurate picture showing to what extent the intellectual 
spokesmen of the wider Muslim community went in theorizing systematically 
on this problem. 

(The definition of) kabirah is that for which a definite legal punish- 
ment has been fixed as obligatory. (Several degrees are recognizable 
in it:) the ‘biggest’ of all ‘big’ sins is associating something with God 
(ie. shirk), and the ‘smallest’ of them all is the drinking of wine. 

Some expand the above definition and assert that a sin which is 
itself ‘small’ saghirah constitutes also a ‘big’ sin in case one pe 
in doing it. This is based on a Hadith to the effect that there is no 

12) Falsafah al-Mu'tasilah, Il, 1961, pp. 111-112 


13) al.Rewdah al-Bahiyyah fl.ma bayna al-Ashi'iroh wa-al-Maturidiyyah. Waydarabad, 1901, 
» 6h 
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kabirah with istighfar (asking pardon, ie. when one тереги» sincerely 
and asks God's forgiveness) as there is no saghirah with igrár 
(persistence)... 

Some add the remark that (there 


по fixed number of the grave 
2 as to some Hadiths in which a definite number is mentioned 
like the one in which the Apostle admonishes ‘to avoid seven mortal 
sins''* they show only that the Apostle acted in accordance with some 
particular situation, in that particular time, in which the personal 
circumstance of the man who asked the question called for a definite 
number in the answer. And this does not by any means suggest 
that there is no other grave sins than that 

There is a man who made a classification of the grave si 
to the parts of the human body. It is the great Master £ 
Маккї." 

His theory is as follows : 

The grave sins are seventeen in number. (A) Four of them are in 
the heart (qalb): (1) shirk, (2) persistence in any act of disobedience 
to God, (3) feeling perfectly secure from God's stratagem (4) sheer 
despair of God's mercy. (B) Four in the tongue (lisdn): (5) perjury. 
(6) slandering chaste women, (7) swearing a false oath, (8) telling 
а lie. (C) Three in the belly (бал): (9) drinking wine, (10) eating 
orphans's wealth, (11) ‘eating usury’. (D) Two in genitals (farj): 
(12) adultery, (13) sodomy. (E) Two in the body (badan): (14) 
murder, (15) theft. (Е) One in the foot (rij: (16) running away 
from the battlefront. (G) One in the whole body (jami ‘al-badan) : 
(17) disrespectfullness toward one's own parents, 


Once you know what kabirah is, (you know automatically what 
saghirah is:) any sin that is not kabirah is saghirah. 


Ш The grave sinner (murtakib al-kabirah) 


The foregoing has, I think, made is clear that the early theologians did 
not elaborate very much the theory of the grave sin. They did not care to 


14) See above, p. 37 
15) Abû Talib al.Makki (d. 996), the famous author of Фаг af-Quiab 
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analyze the concept itself of kabirah because their major concern lay 
elsewhere, Leaving this concept in a somewhat nebulous state, they 
were engaged mainly and positively in discussing the problem of the exact 
status of a man within the Muslim community who has committed а grave 
sim. In other words, murtakib alkabirah, and not kabirah, was for them 
the key-concept in their thinking, Is a Muslim who has committed a grave 
sin still truly a Muslim? If not, how should we properly classify such a 
man? These were the pivotal questions, Clearly, this is nothing other that 
а continuation and a further theoretical development of the vital problems 
raised by the Khárijites in such a drastic and brutal way. 

Four different interpreations of the grave sinner appear in the early 
history of Muslim theology : 

1 Such a man is а downright Кабг or even a Mushrik (the Khari. 
jites). 

H He is still a Muslim, a believer (the Murji'ites, and later, Orthodoxy.) 

Ш He is neither a Muslim nor a Kafir, belongs to an independent 

category between the two (the Mu'tazilites). 

IV Не is a hypocrite (Hasan al-Basri). 

Let us now examine these four positions in detail. The Khárijite posi- 
tion has already been discussed in the preceding chapters. The briefest and 
most widely accepted formula for it is: ‘Anyone who has committed a sin 
is a Кабг" (Baghdadi),"* or ‘He who has committed a grave sin, nay even 
a light sin, is а Кабг (Taftazáni)". To be exact, such a formula does 
not by any means do full justice to the historical reality, because it was 
not the case that all Khárijites agreed with each other on this point. As 
we have seen, there was considerable divergence of opinion among them. 
Baghdadi himself admits immediately after giving the above formula that 
the Azraqites took the view that a grave sinner was not only a Kafir but a 
Mushrik, while the Najdites declared that a grave sinner was merely а Кабг 
‘of favor'—ie. a Кабг in the sense of one who is ungrateful for the Divine 
favor received—and not a Mushrik. To this we may add the following 
information given by Ibn Hazm.* The Sufriyyah, a sub-sect of the Khari 
jites, he says, hold that in case the sin committed is a grave sin the man 
is a Mushrik just as any worshipper of idols, but if it is a light sin he is 
not even а Кабг. And according to the Ibadiyyah, Ibn Hazm goes on to 
say, even if the sin committed is a grave one, the man is а Кабг ‘of 
favor’ and the relations of inheritance and marriage between him and other 


16) Upul al-Din, pp. 249-250 
17) op. cit, p. 
18) Figal IV, p. 
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Muslims are to be regarded as lawful, and the animal slaughtered by him 
is not hardm ; he is, properly speaking, neither a pure believer nor a pure 
Kafr. 

And yet we must admit that, on the whole, and viewed from some 
distance the short and concise formula of Baghdádi or Taftazani does re- 
present the very gist of the Khárijite thesis in its most typical aspect. And 
as a matter of historical fact, the later theologians, when they attacked the 
Khárijites for their fanatical fakfîr, usually held before their minds’ eye the 
thesis in the form of some such formula. 

Malati, for example, argues against the Khárijites in the following way. 
focusing his attack upon two points: (1) the Khárijites" fakfir of all grave 
sinners, and (2) their not making any distinction between kabirah and 
saghirah.' 

We would ask them in respect of their fakfir of people: ‘Why do 
you regard as a Kafir a man who acknowledges God, His Apostle and 
His religion, as soon as he commits a grave sin?” 
They will answer: ‘By an inference from God's own words like 
“Whoever denies the faith (imám), vain indeed is his entire work " 
(V, 5), “He it is who created you, but some of you are Káfirs and 
some of you are Believers” (LXIV, 2). It is clear that God has not 
put between kufr and ímán a third term. And he who has renounced 
his belief and made his entire work vain is nothing but a Mushrik. 
Belief is the most important of all acts, and is the very first religious 
duty to be fulfilled. Whoever does not do what God has commanded 
him to do, nullifies his own work and belief, and whoever nullifies 
his work is a man without belief, and a man without belief is no 
other than a Mushrik-Kafir* 

‘This argument (Майа! continues) is based on an erroneous interpreta 
tion of the Koran, for the latter affirms that a man who has com- 
mitted a grave sin (fasig)" is a third category between Muslim and 
Кабг, “ and those who accuse chaste woman (of adultery)... are indeed 


19) Tanbth, рр. 5253 
20) Note that in this argument the importance of ‘work’ amal is very much emphasized, 
Indeed, this is one of the most remarkable theoretical consequences of the Khárijite posit 
The Khárijites, as we have seen, used to judge people by what they did. Theoretically ihi 
would mean that inner faith alone is not enough to make a man a real Muslim, his faith 
must be corroborated by his work. This theoretical implication of the Kharijite position, 
however, was made clear and manifest only by the Murji'ites when they took the opposite 
view on this problem and asserted the essential irrelevance of work to belief. This point 
will be dealt with fully in the following chapters. 

31) Fasiq=murtakib al-kabirah 
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Fásqs". (XXIV, 4) Here God does not regard as Kafirs those who 
falsely accuse chaste women," nor does He put them in the category 
of Believers in spite of their sinful act? He simply attaches the name 
of Fasiq to them. So this kind of people are Fásiqs, neither Believers 
nor Kars": Besides, the Muslim community as a whole is at one 
in applying the name of fisq to those who have committed a grave 
sin. The community is also agreed that fisq is an intermediate 
category between kufr and imán. 
(As regards the Kharijites’ not making any distinction between grave 
and light sins,) we may ask them, "Why do you lump together абі»: 
ah and saghirah in one class, whereas God Himself has made a 
clear distinction between the two when He says "If only you avoid 
the kabd'ir (pl. of kabirah) of what you have been forbidden to do. 
We will surely forgive all other evils of yours” (IV, 31)” 
The Kharijites thus regard all sins indiscriminately as kabdir, but 
they can never justify their position by Reason nor by Revelation, 
Many Hadiths have come down to us showing how the early non- 


Kharijite Muslims reacted to this Kharijite attitude. One of the most 
interesting is Hadith 29 given by Bukhári in the Book of Belief. This 
Hadith is extremely intersting and important because both the circumstance 
described and the wording used show that it represents in all probability the 
Prophet’s own attitude to this problem which was going to arise immediately 
after his death. 


connection with the Kharij 


(Aba Dharr said: Once I went to the Prophet and made the follow: 
ing confession): ‘I have inveighed against a man (one of my servants). 
I have reviled him by (reviling) his mother’? The Prophet said to 
me, ‘O Abû Dharr, have you reviled him by (reviling) his mother t 
Indeed, you still keep in yourself a remnant of Jáhiliyyah! (Remember 
that) your servants are your brethren’, 

Bukhari adds to this a personal remark which puts this Hadith in direct 

position, ‘All acts of disobedience’, he says. 


‘pertain to Jahiliyyah.* (In other words) he who has committed such an 
act should not be immediately labelled as а Каб, except in case it happens 
to be shirk, This (interpretation) is based on the Prophet's words (just 


28) 


as the Kharijites do 

as the Murji'ites do 

As we shall see presently, this is the Mu'tasilite position on this important problem, 
Reviling а man by reviling his mother was to hurl against him the most unbearable 


For а detailed discussion of the meaning of ‘Jahiliyyah' see my God and Mam, Chap. 


VIII, p. 198 sqq. 
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quoted) “ you still keep in yourself a remnant of Jáhiliyyah " and also on 
the words of God : “ Verily God will never forgive that anything should be 
associated with Him. But other than this he forgives whom He will”. (IV, 
116) What Bukhari wants to assert here is that Abû Dharr, though he 
committed an act of disobedience, was none the less a real Muslim, for the 
Prophet himself called his act an act of Jahiliyyah, not kufr. By the strict 
standard of the Khárijites, such a pious Muslim as Abû Dharr would have 
been condemned as а Кабг. 


Now we turn to the Murjiite position, which, in its extreme form, is 
diametrically opposed to the Khárijite thesis, and which Ibn Hazm formulates 
as follows ** ‘A grave sinner (murtakib al-kabirah) is a Believer with his 
belief intact. It is all the same if he has never done a single act of good 
and has never refrained from doing evil acts’. In reality, however, already 
in the latter phase of Khárijism, a strong tendency toward moderatism is 
clearly discernible. The intransigent idealism of the early Khárijites ran 
against the solid wall of reality. And the later Khárijites were forced to 
admit willy-nilly that it was a better policy to act more moderately in ac- 
cordance with the demands of the actual political situation in which they 
were living. Murji'ism, in its origin, was but a development and actualiza- 
tion of this spirit of moderation. 

‘The name itself of the Murji'ites, murji'ah in Arabic, is quite significant, 
It comes from the verb arja'a (infinitive (24) meaning ‘to defer’ or ‘to 
postpone’, We may distinguish two distinct stages in the development of 
this concept among the Murji'ites. At the first stage, that is, in origin, the 
concept of irjd’ was marked with a singularly political coloring. It meant 
‘postponing or suspending judgment’ on the question of whether a particular 
individual was a Believer or a Кабг. But it was not a simple matter of 
general principle. When they declared that one should ‘suspend judgment’ 
on this matter, they had in mind concretely the Umayyad rulers who were 
notoriously irreligious in their way of life, In other terms, irjd’ meant at 
this stage taking up the attitude of non-commitment, or refusing to condemn 
as Kafirs the rulers whose injustice was so obvious to every pious Muslim. 

‘This attitude furnished the opponents of the Murji'ites with a good 
occasion to make the latter a target of most furious abuses, Nawbakhti, 
for example, reports that their opponents describe them as ‘those who attach 
themselves servilely to the ruler of the day regardless of whether he be just 
or unjust, comply with the government, make friends with all kinds of people 
27) Sahih al-Bukhart (with cor 
29) op. dil, p. 229 
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indiscriminately, and assert that the People of Qiblah are all Believers because 
of their outward verbal acknowledgment of belief, and wish for all of them 
Divine forgiveness’ The Murji'ites in the eyes of their opponents were 
political and religions opportunists. 

But the Murjiites, on their part, could easily justify themselves not 
only by pointing to the devastating effects produced by the reckless and 
extreme fakfir practised by the Kharijites, but also by adducing an essentially 
religious basis for their position. It is presumptuous of a man, they declared, 
to pass ultimate judgment on his fellow men. For how could one disprove 
the sincerity of a Muslim who openly professes belief? The final judgment 
rests with God, and God alone. In this world, even an evildoer, if he 
professes Islam, is to be considered a member of the community. This was 
the basic thought underlying the concept of irjd' in the first stage. 

Soon, however, the problem came to be transferred to a far more 
theoretical level. The Murji'ites began to theorize systematically on the 
nature of ‘belief’ in an attempt to put their ‘suspension of judgment’ on a 
solid basis, Later they apparently became interested in establishing a theory 
of ‘belief? itself, Unlike the Khárijites, the leading thinkers of the Murji'ites 
proved to be excellent theoreticians equipped with keen intellect and remark- 
able capacity for analysis, They marked the real beginning of Muslim 
theology. 

It is important to observe that at this second stage, the word irjd' no 
longer means ‘suspension of judgment’ but ‘postponement’, not in terms of 
time but in terms of ranking. More concretely, it means the ‘postponement’ 
of work, ie. ‘regarding it as of secondary importance’, by comparison with 
inner faith. ‘The basic idea is that the concept of ‘belief’ stands solely and 
exclusively on that of inner faith, and that what one does, whether good or 
evil, does not count essentially. This aspect of the Murji'ite thought, which 
marks one of the most decisive moments of the whole history of Muslim 
theology, will form the subject matter of the two following chapters. We 
may notice in passing that the later historians of Muslim theology usually 
explain the name "Murjrah' by this second sense, Baghdadi, for instance, 
"they are called Murji'ah simply because they put "work" after 
in importance’. To the main topic of the present chapter, however, 
the concept of irjá' in its second stage is rather irrelevant, What is relevant 
is the general Murji'ite thesis that ‘sin does not do any injury where there is 
imén, just as acts of obedience are of по use where there is Ruff. 


28) Куа al-Shi'ah, Istanbul. 1951, p. 6, Nawbakhti was one of the leading theologians of 
the Imámiyyah sect of the Shah. 
30) Firg, р. 190 
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It is important to remark also that Orthodoxy as a whole follows the 
Murji'ite tradition on this particular problem, albeit with noticeable modifica 
tions. The orthodox position is, we might say, a sort of moderate Murji'ism. 
Here is Ibn Hazm's formulation: "The People of Sunna and Tradition and 
the Fuqahà hold that a man who has committed a grave sin is still a 
Believer ; (only, he is not any longer a perfect Believer) he is a Fisiq. 
imperfect in belief. It is obvious that this represents also Ibn Hazm's own 
position, which is based on the usual tripartite conception? of ‘belief imn 
(1) ‘assent’ tasdiq, (2) ‘verbal confession’ igrdr, and (3) ‘work’ ‘amal. 
Ibn Hazm's idea is that a grave sinner is a Believer in his ‘assent’ and 
"verbal confession’, but Fásiq in his ‘work’, It will be interesting to note 
that Maturidism takes up the same attitude, but it does so from a very 
point of view. The Maturidite commentator of al-Figh al-Akbar* 
The locus of belief is the heart, whereas the locus of the acts of 
disobedience are bodily members. In other words they occur in two entirely 
different places, and so they do not nullify each other. ‘This Maturidite, 
whoever he may be, makes the above remark in connection with the Article 
I of the al-Figh al-Akbar which runs as follows : "We do not exercise takfir 
against anyone because of a sin (he has committed), nor do we deny anyone 
his belief 

This is exactly the same as Ash'ari's thesis. In both his Kitdb al-Ibánalt 
and Magálát?* Ash'ari, representing the People of Truth and Sunnah, de- 
clares : ‘We profess that we do not exercise fakfir against any member of 
our community because of a sin he has committed, like adultery, theft, 
drinking wine etc.’ To this йай adds an important remark, which is 
not found in Maqálát, that ‘a man who commits any of the grave sins like 
adultery, theft etc. considering it licit (halal) and not believing it to be 
forbidden (harm), must be considered a Кабг. On this last point, too, 
Maturidism agrees with Ash'arism. 

Thus we see that the orthodox position is historically a continuation of 
the Murji'ite thesis as far as concerns the basic attitude of refraining from 
the takfir of grave sinners. The difference between the two, however, comes 
ош with clarity when it comes to deciding whether such a Muslim, 
Believer who has committed a grave sin, will be allowed to enter Para 
30 Вю IV, p. m 
32) The following chapter will deal with this tripartite conception in detail. 

33) Figh Akbar 1, fensinck called it, Haydarabad, Zed. 1365 А.Н. p. 3. The emphasis 
оп the ‘locus’ табай is very characteristic of the Mituridites, including Máturidi himself. as 
ме shall see later. 

34) LA muhaffir ahad bi-dhanb wal nanft ahad min alimên, p. 2 
35) Kitab ol-Tbanah, Haydarsbed, 2ed. 1948, p. 7, Мааш, p. 
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in the Hereafter. The Maturidite just mentioned states about this problem 
ites, the final abode of a Believer will surely be Paradise, 
Il sorts of kabd'ir and disobedience, because nothing 
affects his destiny if he has "belief" in his heart. But, he adds, for the 
Mituridites the only proper attitude in such cases is ‘hope’ and ‘fear’; in 
other words, they sincerely hope and wish for such a Muslim that he will 
be allowed to enter Paradise, but, at the same time, they cannot help feeling 
an intense fear as to his destiny. 


The attitude of the Mu'tazilites toward this problem is almost a common- 
place among those who have ever studied the history of Islamic culture. It 
is generally known as al-manzilah bayna al-manzilatayn ‘the (intermediate) 
position between the two (extreme) positions’, And the anecdote of Wasil 
b. ‘Ata’ who separated himself from the circle of Hasan al-Basri because of 
the difference of opinion on this point is too well-known to be repeated here. 
Ibn Наша” describes the Mu'tazilite position as follows: ‘In case what has 
been committed happens to be a grave sin, the man is а Fásiq, neither а 
Believer пог a Кабт, nor, indeed, a Munafiq (hypocrite). This implies 
that, according to the Mu'tazilites, the normal relations of marriage and in- 
heritance are considered licit between such a man and other Muslims, and 
that the animal slaughtered by him is Жад! to others. In case the sin 
happens to be only a "small" one, the man remains a Believer uncondi- 
tionally’. 

What is most important to note is the fact that the Mu'tazilites made 
ош of the Fásiq an independent category having its proper place as an 
intermediary between the Believer-Muslim and the Kafir. In ordinary condi- 
tions, the word fásiq simply means a ‘sinner’, and in theology it is, as we 
saw above, a synonym of murtakib aLkabirah ‘one who has committed a 
grave sin’. Such a person may still be a Believer (i. Believer-Fasiq); or he is 
а Кабг. (Le. Fasiq-Kafir). The Fásiq, in other words, does not constitute a 
third, independent category. On this point, the Mu'tazilites differed from all 
other schools, 

This does not mean that the Mu'tazilites denied the existence of a modicum 
of ‘belief’ in the heart of a Fásiq. ‘Even in a Fasiq there may be belief, 
but we do not call him a Believer because of that belief. Likewise in a 
36) op. р. 16 
37) Figal IV, p. 229 
38) This addit of Munáfiq is made in particular reference to Hasan al-Basri's thesis which 
we will examine in the next section. As the name itself of al-manzilah bayna al-manzilatayn 
indicates, usually two categories only, Believer-Muslim and Кабг, are taken into account in 
defining the Mu'tazilite concept of Fasiq. 
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Jew there may be belief, but we do not call him, because of that, a Believer'^* 

On this point, the great Mu'tazilite thinker Jubbê'î put forward an interesting 

original theory. The following is a passage from Ash'ari's Maqdlát * 
Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Wahháb al-Jubbá'i used to make the following 
assertion. Having faith in God“ consists of all that God has 
imposed upon His servants as religious duties, though those of a 
supererogatory nature are excluded therefrom. Each one of the consti- 
tuent elements (hişê) which God has commanded man to observe 
is part of the faith that man puts in God, and it is also belief in God 
(imûn bi-Alláh). 
A Fisiq of our community (may sometimes be) a Believer, if we are 
to name him as a mere matter of language, because of any act of 
belief he happens to do. 
Jubbá'i used to distinguish between ‘naming as a matter of language’. 
and ‘naming as a matter of religion’. The names of the former class 
are those that derive from individual acts; they pass away as the 
acts themselves pass away, whereas a name of the latter kind is one 
by which a man is named not only during the act itself but after 
the passing away of the act. In this sense a Fasiq of our community 
is a Believer, which is, in this case, a name as a matter of language, 
and this name passes away from him as soon as he ceases to do that 
particular act of belief, Such a man cannot be given the name of a 
Believer as a matter of religion. Jubbà'i used to say: even in a Jew 
there is belief, by which we may call him a Believer and Muslim, 
but only as a matter of language. 

Now the Mu'tazilites adduced Koranic verses and Hadiths in support 
of their thesis, namely that the Fásiq or grave sinner constitutes a third 
independent category between the Believer and the Кабг (e.g. Surah XXXII, 
verse 18). Their opponents, however, could also adduce а number of 


Magalat, p. 270 


iginal expression used is атан li-Alldh. A fine distinction is made here between 
iman li-Allan and Imán bi-Allah. Kirmani (Comm. Sahih al-Bukhari, 1. p. 70) explains it in 
the following: way : (max li. mean truthful, to believe what some 
body says, while італ Bí means doing so with an additional connotation of acknowledgment, 
formal avowal. 

12) This is am explicitly ап Мыне position. as we shall see in the following chapter, the 
D п that "belief" does not consist in "inner assent’ alone. but comprises all ‘od 
works’. In other words, "belief. in such а view, has a number of ‘constituent party. Сагай. 
pl. Ahigal) into which it is divisible, 

44) e. it remains behind the act ая a permanent label for the man who did it. 

10) А-а тап kana nu minan ka.man kana fasiqan ‘ls the Believer the same as the Рё? 


The Grave Sinner CFasig) E] 


verses with which to combat the Mu'tazilites, In any case, there will be in 
the Hereafter only the Garden and the Fire, and no third place. All Believers 
will enter the Garden and all Kafirs the Fire. There will be no special 
place prepared for the Fásiqs as an independent category. Under which of 
the two recognized categories then are we to classify the Fasiqs (grave sin- 
ners)? Except in the case of shirk, which is admittedly the ‘biggest’ of all 
sins,“ the Fasiq belongs in the category of Muslim-Beliver. А famous Hadith 
has come down to us, in which we see Aba Dharr arguing obstinately with 
the Prophet about this very problem. Abû Dharr, in discontent with the 
Prophet's words: ‘Whoever says that there is no god but God and dies in 
this belief, will surely enter the Garden’, asks him, ‘Even if he commits 
adultery? Even if he commits theft? This is repeated three times. Finally 
the Prophet puts an end to the conversation by saying, ‘Yes, (such a man 
will enter the Garden) even against the will of Abû Dharr" 

As the Hadith itself tells us most eloquently, this was not a kind of 
solution that would satisfy everybody, particularly the very pious Muslims 
represented by Abû Dharr. And yet, neither the Khárijite thesis nor the 
Mu'tazilite could win a victory over it. And it ended by becoming the 
standard orthodox conception of the Fásiq. It goes without saying that in 
this process, the conception was elaborated more theoretically. 

Here I give, as a concrete example of this kind of elaboration, Ibn 
Hazm’s interpretation of the matter." The gist of his argument is that a 
Believer who has committed a sin loses his belief only in that particular 
point. In other words, by committing a sin he does not lose his belief in 
its entirety, but only the particular part of his belief which corresponds to 
that particular sin. ‘Such a man is a Believer as regards his good acts, but 
a non-Believer as regards his evil act’. This interpretation stands on the 
basic idea—to which reference has been made, and which will be dealt with 
more specifically in the following chapter—that ‘belief’ consists of inner faith or 
assent (tasdiq) and deeds (a'mdl). What Ibn Hazm wants to say, in the 
light of this basic conception of belief, is that, when a Believer commits a 
sin, his tasdiq itself remains quite unaffected in its core, but that his 
qualification for the title of Believer gets impaired in one of the works. 

Ibn Hazm interprets in this sense the well-known Hadith : ‘No adulterer 


where the Believer is clearly contrasted with the Fisiq. But of course the ami-Mu'taslite 
could easily dispose of this verse by saying that the word fasiq is in this verse completely 
synonymous with Rar (see Taftazánl, op. сй. p. 414) 

45) a'sam al-fusdg, Tafuzini, p. 413. Only in this case, the sinner— Fisiq -ix a Kafir. 

46) Muslim, Iman, No. 154 

47) Figal pp. 233-234 
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can commit adultery while being at the same time a Believer." The mean- 
ing of this, he says, is that such a man is not ‘obedient’ (to God's command) 
insofar as he commits adultery, but he is still a Believer insofar as he obeys 
God in other acts. True, in the Koran (X, 33), God Himself distinguishes 
clearly between fisq and ímán and says, ‘Thus has the word of thy Lord 
come true concerning those who do wrong (fasagii): that they do not 
believe (12 yw'minüna). But this, Ibn Hazm says, does not argue for the 
Mu'tazilite position. We know with certainty that fisq is not fmdn, and 
that he who has done wrong (/аѕада) is no longer a Believer. But he is 
а non-Believer only in regard to that particular act which із fisg. God has 
never said that such a man is no longer a Believer in any respect. 

Belief is a complex structure including all pious acts. Fisq in one act 
does not invalidate the merit of all the remaining acts of тп, just as imdn 
in all the remaining sections does not atone for the fisq done in one section. 
Ibn Hazm says in conclusion, ‘Our thesis is this: All Kars without excep- 
tion are unjust disobedient Fásiqs, but not all unjust disobedient Fasiqs are 
Kafirs ; some of them are Believers.’ 


Last, let us examine the thesis which classifies a Fasiq neither as a 
Believer nor as а Кабг, but as a ‘hypocrite’ mundfig. Formally this position 
resembles that of the Mu'tazilite. For the Mu'tazilites, too, a Fásiq is neither 
a Believer nor a Kafir, but belongs to an independent intermediate category. 
But the people to whom we turn now gave a particular twist to the problem 
by identifying the Fásiq as a ‘hypocrite’. 
low the word munáfiq (or its verbal form nifáq) occurs very frequent. 
ly in the Koran. Briefly it refers to a man who professes his belief in God 
and the Prophet, thereby concealing kufr which remains deep in his mind 
and which dictates to him all his actions. In the Koranic conception, the 
Munafigs form a particular section within the large category of Kars. 

In the post-Koranic period, the concept was discussed by some of the 
Kharijites. According to Ash'ari,w the Ibádiyyah, an important sub-sect of 
the Khárijites to which reference has been made in the foregoing, were 
interested in this problem, and three different views developed among them. 
(1) The Munáfiq is free from shirk, although he is not a Believer. He is 
а man who is constantly fluctuating between kufr and imán, an idea based 
on Surah IV, 142. (2) The Munáfiq is a Mushrik, because he is against 
tawhid ‘considering God as essentially One’. (3) The Munáfiq is а name, 
48) La yam! al.zûnl hina yaznl wa-huwa mu'min For the full form of this Hadith, see 
Muslim, Sahíh, Iman, No. 100 
19) Maadlat, p. 105 
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or a fixed label which God Himself attached to certain definite persons. So 
we should not remove it from the place and apply it arbitrarily to those 
whom God did not call by that name. 

But quite obviously the Ibádiyyah did not discuss the concept of 
"hypocrisy' in terms of fisq and grave sins. The thesis that the grave sinner 
is a Munáfiq (sáhib al-kabirah mundfiq) is represented by the great thinker 
of early Islam. Hasan of Basrah, From the very early days it was famous 
as Hasan's position and was propagated under his name. In Muslim theology 
(in the sense of ‘ilm al-kalém) Hasan al-Basri occupies an important place 
as the representative of this position. 

It is not at all sure, however, that in reality Hasan al-Basri advanced 
such a simple equation. As a matter of fact, euch a simple equation, would 
seem to disfigure and distort the deep personal piety of this great ascetic. 
That the equation murtakib al-kabirah= munáfiq is the result of а mere 
“Schematisierung’ has been shown by Professor H. Ritter in his careful study 
of the early history of Islamic piety. In any case it seems to be certain 
that the above equation is a very particular theoretical elaboration by the 
later theologians—and, most probably, not by Hasan himself—of his more 
general conception of the Religious Man, which, in its turn, grew out of his 
deep religious experience. 

Just as Hasan was against the Murji'ites in the political field, so he was 
against their fundamental optimism in the field of theological thinking 
There was. at the bottom of the Murji'ite minds, a sense of security, a feel. 
ing that man is safe from the Divine wrath if only he believes in God. Hasan 
was opposed to such a view. Man, according to him, cannot be too fearful 
of the Divine wrath and punishment. Nowhere is there a final guarantee 
for his safety. However much he tries, however much he is pious, he can- 
not attain, if he is sincere, to an absolute conviction that he is going to the 
Garden after death. 

Hence the great importance attached to ‘works’ a'mál in Hasan's thought 
in striking contrast to the Murji'ite view which, as we shall see in the next 
chapter, tended to make light of ‘works’ in the conceptual structure of 
“belief”, But by ‘works’ Hasan did not mean only outward works of obedi- 
ence. What was of primary importance in his view was that each one of 
the acts should be a natural manifestation of а pure heart—a deeply pious 
and absolutely pure heart concerned with nothing other than the Hereafter. 
The cultivation of such a heart, which he calls фа) sdlik or qalb salim, 
should be man’s sole task throughout his earthly life. Since, however, 
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such an absolutely pure heart is but an ideal never to be achieved com- 
pletely, man should always and constantly be in the subjective state of fear 
(taquà, faraq, or khauf). This, in brief, is Hasan’s idea of the Perfect 
Man. 

All those who do not consciously strive to attain to this ideal of homo 
religiosus, Hasan calls ‘hypocrities’ (Munáfiqs). In other words, а Munáfiq 
is a man whose concern is with the present world (aldunyd) rather than 
with the world to come (al-dkhirah), who is not fearful of Divine chastise- 
ment in his life at every step. A man of this type is a ‘hypocrite’ because 
he is merely nominally Muslim; he does not take тйл seriously, and thus 
there is necessarily a discrepancy between what he says and what he does. 

The Sahih of Bukhari has a special section" devoted to this very 
problem, 

"Concerning the fear of the Believer that his work might lose its value 
without his being conscious of it,’ 

Ibrahim al-Taymi said: Whenevr I examine what I say in the light 
of what I do, I cannot help feeling a profound fear that I might prove 
а liar, And Ibn Abi Mulaykah said: I used to know personally 
thirteen of the Prophet's Companions. All of them without exception 
were very much afraid of committing ‘hypocrisy’ nifáq against them- 
selves. Not even one of them ever said ‘My belief stands on а par 
with that of Gabriel and Michael." 

Hasan (al-Basri) is reported to have said: No one fears Him except 
Believers, and no one can feel completely safe (from His chastisement) 
except Munáfiqs. 

According to Hilyah al-Awliyd, Hasan classified all men under three 
heads: (1) Believer, (2) Kafir, and (3) Munáfq. The following is the 
ion of these three terms by Hasan himself, as it is given in this 


the most fearful of all men. He is a man of such a nature that the more 
he does good works, pious deeds, and acts of serving God, the greater the 
fear he feels within himself, and feels that he will not be saved. The 
Muáfiq is а man who says, "There are so many people around me (i.e. who 
are doing the same thing). I shall be forgiven, Nothing bad will happen 


51) Bb khau al-mu'min min an yahbata ‘amaluhu wachuwa là yeshuru in the Book of 


is said against the Murji'ites who assert that the belief of even the worst type of 
sinner is equal to the belief of the angel Gabriel’. (Kirmánl, p. 188) 
53) Hilyah al-Awliya quoted by Ritter. p. 43 
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to me. Thus he goes оп doing evil while indulging a hope that God (will 
forgive him). Hasan saw Мипабдз all around him; every place swarmed 
them. ‘If all the Munáfqs were to go out of Basrah’, he said, ‘the 
city would remain vacant’. 

As regards the concept of Kafir, Hasan was rather indifferent, because 
he saw no hope at all for real Kafirs, His major concern was with the 
Munafiq who, he taught, should not simply be excluded from the community 
(or killed as the Khárijites used to hold), but must be encouraged and aided 
to amend his way of life, for otherwise, he was in grave danger of going 
to perdition. 

If such was the teaching of Hasan in its real form, then it is obvious 
that the formula ‘grave sinner is Munafiq’ does not in any way do justice 
to it. However, it is also true that Hasan’s thought entered into the main 
current of Muslim theology and occupied a definite place there precisely in 
the form of such a formula. 

As а very interesting and quite an original example showing how Iasan's 
conception, thus formulated, entered into theological thinking and raised 
important questions, I shall give here the argument which Ibn Hazm brings 
forth against it. After having declared that from the viewpoint of the 
religion of Islam, there can be either imn or kufr, and no third category” 
argument which applies equally well to the Mu'tazilite position—he 
begins by asking those who support Hasan’s view, "What is the meaning of 
the word mundfiq?’ 

The only possible answer to this question is: Munáfiq is a man who 
has mifáq as his predominant attribute, the word nifûq here being 
taken in the sense of ‘manifesting imdn while concealing (in the soul) 
kufr, which is its meaning in the Divine Law...But who can know, 
except God alone, that which is in the soul and the soul itself which 
contains it? So we are not in a position to pronounce a judgment 
of kufr on the faith of others unless they acknowledge their own 
kufr by the tongue or unless it is confirmed by God's Revelation. 
And he who tries to know what is inside the souls is a man who 
dares to probe the Unknowable. Such probing is evidently a mistake, 
known as such immediately by everybody. And a thesis that will 
lead to an evident absurdity is the worst kind of thesis. 
There is reported in the Hadith the following incident, Somebody 
said to the Prophet: ‘A great many of those who participate in the 
ritual Worship say with their tongue what is not in their heart’. The 
54) Fijal pp. 231-232. The following description is based on a passaye extending from p. 211 
to p.245 
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Prophet replied : ‘I assure you, I have not been sent (to you as the 
Messenger of God) in order to split open the hearts of men’. 
Again, there is in the Koran (IX, 101) the verse which reads: 
"There are among those around you of the Bedouins Munáfiqs, nay 
even among the people of Medina there are some who persist in 
nifáq, whom thou (Muhammad) knowest not. But We know them’. 
If even the Prophet was ignorant of mifáq-nature of those among 
whom he lived, how much more should this be the case with those 
who are not Prophets, 

Besides, calling something by a particular name (fasmiyah) in matters 
that pertain to the essentials of Islam—for example, calling the grave 
sinner mundfiq—belongs to God alone and to no one else. (This 
view of ‘naming’, by the way, is the very basis of Ibn Hazm's theo- 
logy.) And if we examine the matter in the light of this basic 
principle, we find that nowhere does God call a grave sinner a Munáfiq. 
The following objection may be raised to this. By the Hadith we 
know that the Prophet pointed out a certain number of the Munáfiq- 
making properties, and asserted that whoever had in himself those 
properties is a Munafiq, however much he fasts and prays, however 
much he insists that he is a Muslim. 

(To this objection Ibn Hazm replies, applying his original method of 
linguistic interpretation) : ‘Hypocrisy’ mifáq in this particular Hadith 
is not ‘hypocrisy’ in the technical, ie. the particularly Islamic, sense. 
It is but an occurence of the word in accordance with the common 
linguistic usage. Nifûq etymologically means ‘the hole of a field- 
mouse’ ná/iqá' al.yarbıî' ; it is a small entrance to the burrow, which 
the animal has covered with a little bit of earth. So Munáfiq means 
generally ‘anybody who hides something behind him’, When the 
Prophet, in the Hadith, applies the name of Munáfiq to those who 
have properties like telling lies, betrayal etc, he is using the term 
simply in its no-technical sense. 

This usage of the word corresponds to the Divine use of the word 
kuffár (pl. of Кай) in the Koran: ka-mathali ghaythin a‘jaba al. 
kuffára nabátu-hu (LVUI, 20), in which God calls the farmer а Кабг 
in the non-technical sense (of ‘one who covers the earth with seeds’). 
Since this obviously does not mean the religious kufr (the etymological 
meaning of which is said to be 'covering up the Divine favors), so 
the word mifáq which occurs in the above-mentioned Hadith does not 
mean nifáq as defined by the Divine Law. 

Aside from all these linguistic considerations, we might ask : Is there 
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anybody in the whole world who has never committed a grave зіп? 
Even with regard to the absolute impeccability of the angels and the 
Prophets there is among the Muslim scholars no unanimity. If, in 
spite of this, there is a man who claims that he has never committed 
a grave sin, he is guilty of selfglorification which is so sternly for. 
bidden by God in the Koran. Self-glorification is itself a grave sin. 
More generally, do we doubt God and the Prophet, even in the very 
moment when we are actually doing evil? Is it not rather that, even 
while committing a grave sin, we still firmly believe in God and the 
Prophet, and have the consciousness of doing something evil, something 
wrong? If this is true, then we must admit that committing a 
grave sin does not make anybody a Munafiq. 

The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that such a man is a 
Muslim, a Believer, but that he is at the same time a Believer-Fasiq, 
that is, a Believer whose imn is less than that of a Believer who 
is not a Fasiq. 


In the early history of Muslim theology, there is another name associated 
with the idea here in question, That is Bakr, the nephew of ‘Abd al-Wahid, 
а contemporary of the first Mu'tazilite thinker Wasil b. ‘Ata’ (beginning of 
the eighth century). Of Bakr's conception of the grave sinner, two entirely 
different versions have come down to us. One of them has already been 
given in the preceding chapter. According to that version, Bakr asserted 
that a Muslim sinner was а Кабг to the same degree as an idol-worshipper, 
or even worse? Another version as given by Ash'ari runs as follows 

АШ the grave sins (kabd'ir) committed by the People of Qiblah are 
acts of nifáq without exception. A member of the Muslim community 
who commits a grave sin is a worshipper of Satan (‘dbid lial-shaytán), 
giving God the lie (mukadhdhib), disavowing Him (jáhid). He is 
а Мипаба, who, if he dies without repentance, will be put in the 
lowest depth of the Fire to remain there forever. In the heart of 
such a man there is no veneration, no reverence for God, and yet, 
in spite of all that, he is а Muslim-Believer.** 

The basic difference, despite the seeming resemblance, between Hasan 
and Bakr is quite clear. Here the grave sinner is called a Munáfiq, which 
is the same as in Hasan’s case, But unlike Hasan, Bakr identifies the 
Munáfiq as а Satan-worshipper and ascribes to him all the qualities that 
are generally considered most characteristic of kufr. Particularly noticeable 
35) Маа, Kitab al-Khitat, Cai 
бв) Magalat, p. 216 


1270 A.H., П, p. 319 
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in this connection is the mention of takdhib ‘giving the lie to God’, which, 
as we saw in the foregoing chapter, is an immediate reason for fakfir even 
in the moderate theory of Ghazili. In other words, the Munáfiq in Bakrs 
terminology is nothing more nor less than a downright Кабг. And yet, 
Bakr insists that the Munafiq is a Muslim-Believer. Analyzed in this way, 
Bakr's thesis discloses its semantic inconsistency, being based on an entirely 
arbitrary interpretation of the term мій. But whether this second version 
really represents what Bakr taught is another question. 


Chapter IV 


IMAN AND ISLAM 


I The relation between imdn and islam 


"What is Belief (ийи)? ‘What is Islam? ‘What does it mean, in 
the specifically Islamic context, to believe? This was one of the most im- 
portant theoretical problems that faced the newly-born Muslim community. 
‘The situation is quite understandable. It is clear that some formulation was 
needed most urgently. The need was made more urgent and more pressing 
by the rapid expansion of Islam. So many people with so divergent cultural 
and religious backgrounds came into the community, some willingly, others 
by force, In either case it was necessary for those new members of the 
community to be told what conditions they had to fulfil in order fully to be 
entitled to the name of Muslim, What were they to believe inwardly, and 
how were they to act outwardly? The minimum essential requirement for 
being a Muslim must have been a big question not only for those who had 
just joined the community but for those pious Muslims who had been 
converted to Islam during the lifetime of the Prophet, once they became 
conscious of themselves as Muslims surrounded all round by unbelievers. 

‘Thus the question was raised and efforts were exerted as early as in the 
lifetime of the Prophet. This is faithfully mirrored in the Hadith. According 
to what the Hadith tells us, the question seems to have been raised in the 
earliest period of Islam in two basic forms, both of which were very concrete 
and close to the actual life of the Muslims, quite different in nature from 
the elaborate scholastic treatment of the subject in the hands of the profes- 
sional theologians. (1) What should we do in order to enter Paradise in 
the Hereafter? The form of the question is naive and simple, but it fore- 
bodes already the more theoretical formulation that is to come later, namely : 
What is the structure of the concept of imdn in the Islamic sense? (2) 
What should we do in order to render our blood (ie. life) and possessions 
lawfully inviolable ? Compared with the first one this is much more practical 
and of direct political import. 

The answers given in the Hadith to these two questions are, as is easy 
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to understand, practically the same. In the typical Hadith' relating to the 
first form of question, the Prophet mentions, as the essentials of Islam. five 
commandments: (1) belief in God alone, that is, witnessing that there is 
no god but God and that Muhammad is the Apostle of God, (2) correct 
performance of Worship, (3) handing over the zakdt, (4) keeping the 
Ramadan fast, and (5) paying the fifth from booty. The answer to the 
second form of question is given in the Hadith in various forms. The most 
typical one reads * 
(The Apostle of God said :) 1 am commanded to fight people until 
they confess ‘There is no good but God and Muhammad is the 
Apostle of God’, and perform correctly Worship, and hand over the 
obligatory zakdt. Whoever does so has thereby rendered inviolable 
to me his blood and his possessions except for some particular justi- 
fying reasons (for killing and confiscation) provided by Islam. As 
to the real accounting of the people, God alone is able to handle it 

It is worthy of notice that, as the Hadith itself clearly states, the sha- 
hádah (witnessing the Unity of God and the prophethood of Muhammad) 
and the rest of the rites and religious duties mentioned are but the formal 
conditions of Islam. In other words, anybody who performs them is thereby 
recognized formally as a member of the Muslim community. The answers 
given by the Prophet here do not go deep into the inner structure of belief. 

Much more important and interesting from the theoretical point of view 
is the very famous Hadith’ connected with the questioning of Muhammad 
by the angel Gabriel. Here in answer to the question of Gabriel, the Pro- 
phet gives the following definitions. 

(1) “Islam” consists in your serving God and not associating anything 
with Him, your performing correctly the prescribed Worship, paying the 
obligatory zakét, any keeping the Ramadan fast.“ 

(2) ‘Belief imán consists in your believing in God, His Angels, His 
book (or books), meeting with Him (in the Hereafter), His Apostles. and 
the final resurrection.’ 

(8) ‘Perfection’ ihsiin—that is, being a perfect Muslim*—is that you 


1) Bukhári, Sahih, Iman, No. 50 

2) ibid, No. 24 

3) Muslim, Sath. Iman, No. 5 

4) A variant adds ‘and the pilgrimage to Mekka when there is a means thereto’ 

5) А variant puts "believing in the Divine foreordination regarding both good and bad" instead 
of ‘meeting with Him’ 

Ө) Wensinck (Muslim Creed, p. 23) translates isdn wrongly, 1 think, as ‘righteousness’ 
which makes the structure of the whole Hadith incomprehensible. The word ihsém in this 
context must be taken in the sense indicated by the common phrase used in describing а 
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serve God (always) as if He were before your own eyes; for if you do not 
see Him, He sees you. 

The concluding sentence of the same Hadith tells us that Gabriel came 
to the Prophet and asked him these questions with the intention of teaching 
the Muslims what their religion (dim) was. This means that the religion of 
Islam should, according to this Hadith, be defined in terms of these three 
fundamental concepts. Evidently there is a certain definite structure putting 
the three concepts together into a system. The explanation given by Ibn 
‘Taymiyyah seems to me to be most logical and illuminating. 

The three concepts, he says, form three graduated degrees in the concept 
of religion as understood in the Islamic sense. The highest degree is ihsdn, 
the middle італ, which is followed by islm. Thus every muhsin (man 
of ihsán) is а mimin (man of imán, or Believer), and every mu min is a 
muslim (man of isldm, or Muslim), but not every mimin is a muhsin, 
пог is every muslim a mu'min! In other words, the term ihsdn is, ‘in 
itself (min jihah nafsi-hi)—ie, in more modern terminology, as a matter 
of ‘intention’ or ‘connotation’—the widest of all, and with regard to “those 
who are qualified by it (min jihah ashdbi-hi)—ie. as a matter of ‘exten: 
sion’ or ‘denotation’—is the narrowest of the three. It is connotatively the 
widest because the meaning of ihsdn comprises within it all the characteristics 
or attributes of both ímán and islém. Indeed, it is the perfection of these 
two. Denotatively, however, it is the most narrowly delimited concept be- 
cause it applies naturally to fewer people than ímán and islém. 

Exactly the same relation obtains between the last two. So isn 
contains imdn, and mûn contains islém, but the Mubsins are more particular 
than the Mu'mins, and the Mu'mins are more particular than Muslims. Ibn. 
Taymiyyah adduces as а telling example of the same nature the conceptual 
relation between Apostleship (risdlah) and Prophethood (nubuwwah). The 
Prophethood is contained in the Apostleship, and the latter in its intention 
is wider than the former, but in its extention it is more delimited. Thus 
every Apostle is a Prophet, but not every Prophet is an Apostle’. 

To this Ibn Taymiyyah adds an extremely important observation based 
on his own semantic theory. In reading the Koran and the Hadith, he says, 
we must be careful to distinguish as a general rule between the absolute 
amu-hu "he accepted Islam, wed a perfect Mus 
- The Koran uses the word in these two senses (ci. 
П, 112, II, 190 in the former sense, and XVI, 90, ХУШ, 30 in the latter)—cf. Bayádi. 
Isharat al-Marám min ‘Ibdrat al-Imam, Cairo, 1949, pp. 64-65. This point will be discussed 
more in detail presently. 

7) Ibn Taymiyyah, Kitab al-Iman, Damascus, 1961, p. 4 
в) op. cit. p.7 
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(mujarrad) mode of the usage of а term and the delimited and conditioned 
usage of it. When, for example, the Sacred text uses the word imám in 
the former way, ie. without any delimitation, then it must be understood 
in its natural, widest sense comprising within it the meaning of islam, that 
is, ‘good works. To believe, in this sense, is not only to believe inwardly 
but also to act in accordance with what the belief dictates, But when the 
words imn and islám occur side by side, the meaning area of imm is 
thereby delimited, In that case ímán means only and specifically the inward 
act of the heart, that is, as the abovementioned Hadith tells us, believing 
in God, His angels, His books, His Apostles, and the Last Day. And the 
outer side of the matter—external works—is relegated altogether to the realm 
of ат, These external works, according to the Hadith, would include 
witnessing to the Unity of God and the Apostleship of Muhammad, worship, 
zakûl, fasting, and Pilgrimage. And this, Ibn Taymiyyah says, is the mean- 
ing of the Hadith handed down by Ahmad b. Hanbal : ‘sêm is an external 
matter, while imán is in the heart.” 

The theory of ihsón, тйл and islám put forward by Ibn Taymiyyah 
is a very interesting one, stemming from his penetrating analysis of the 
semantic structure of language, to which we shall have occasions to return 
in later contexts. If all the theologians of Islam had taken up such a 
flexible and dynamic attitude toward the problem of (mm and islám, the 
problem of the relevance of ‘work’ to ‘belief would not have caused so 
much trouble to the early thinkers, and consequently the following chapters 
would not have been written. Things, however, did not actually happen 
that way. Let us now leave Ibn Taymiyyah for a moment and go back 
again to the earlier part of the history. It is important to note here that 
the concept of isdn which, as we have just seen, occupied such an important 
place—it being recognized as the highest element of the Islamic religion 
was not, strangely, destined to be elaborated theoretically by the theologians. 
It did not develop into an authentic theological concept in Islam." Тһе 
minds of the theologians were almost exclusively occupied in this field by 
the remaining two concepts. So in this book, too, we shall be, from now 
on. concerned only with ímán and islém. 


"The establishment in final form of the so-called five Pillars (arkán), 


5) al. Islam Матуай wa-al-Iman ft al-qalb (quoted also by Wensinck, op. cif. p. 28), Ibn 

Taymiyyah, p. 10 

10) What Baghdad (Updl, p. 269) calles ‘authentic belief ай атая may be regarded 
theoretical elaboration of the earlier concept ihn, But it is not, in amy way, a key 

concept. 
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ie. the five essential consitituents of Islam, was a truly significant event in 
the earliest period of the history of Muslim theology." The conception 
crystallized in the form of a Hadith: ‘Islam is based on five things (al- 
islám ald khams). This determined in outline the way in which the 
relation between imdn and islám must be conceived, and introduced a certain 
organization into the rather nebulous conceptual relations. The five basic 
items mentioned in this Hadith'! are: (1) belief, (2) worship, (3) zakát, 
(4), pilgrimage, and (5) the fast of Ramadan. 

The conception of the five Pillars of Islam is extremely important in 
connection with the problem we are now discussing, because it regards 
imán as one of the constituents of islém. 

As the diagram on the left side shows, 
зит islám is here made the comprehensive 
and the widest idea, within the whole 
region of which imán occupies only one, 
albeit the most important, section. It is 
to be noticed also that all the remaining 
four items are ‘works’, that is, ritual 
duties. This point is of primary signifi 
pilgrimage cance in view of the fact that the theo- 
logical activity of the Murji'ites was to 
raise a little later in history the problem 
of the relation between one's inner belief 
and one's acts, as we shall see in detail 
in the next chapter. 

In any event, the conception of the five Pillars made ímón one of the 
elements (khisdl) of islam. This position is represented perfectly well by 
Baqilláni's dictum : 

Iskim means ‘yielding’ ingiydd and ‘submission. Every act of obedi- 
ence by which man submits to his Lord and obeys His order is isláni, 
whereas imán is only one of the basic elements of islûm. So all 
imán is islám, but not all islám is imdn. 

"his is the standard interpretation of the theory of the five Pillars, 


10) The prowess by which this thought came to be established in this form is admirably 
described by Wensinck, Muslim Creed, Ch. Il. 

12) The Hadith came down to us in a number of slightly different forms. Bukhêrl, for in. 
we, Снан. No. 7) mentions ‘witnessing that there is по god but God and that Muhammad 
is the Apostle of С е. shahadah—in place of "belief. while Muslim (Iman, No. 20) 
gives ax the first of the five, "serving God (alone) and disbelieving in anything other than God’ 
13) Kitab al-Tamhld, ed. Richard McCarthy, Beirut, 1957, p. 317. Bagillant was а great 
Ash'arite theologian (d. 1013). 
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and the only possible one, it would seem. The diagram given above clearly 
shows imdn as but a part (ba'd) of islém. And, in fact, this is the view 
generally held by the Orthodox. Ash'ari, for instance,'* gives as one of the 
articles of faith peculiar to the People of Truth and Sunnah: "We profess 
that islám is wider than imdn, so that not all islám is imán. ie, islim 
comprises a number of other things in addition to imdn. 

To formulate it in a slightly different way, the dictum is tantamount 
to saying that every Muslim is necessarily a Believer (because the concept 
of Muslim itself comprises that of imdn; nobody can be a Muslim without 
"believing" but not every Believer is a Muslim (because a Believer who 
only believes not fulfilling properly his ritual duties does not deserve the 
title ‘Muslim’.) Thus formulated, this position reveals itself as exactly. the 
opposite of the thesis maintained by Ibn Taymiyyah, which we have examin- 
ed above. He holds that such an interpretation makes the concept of is/dm 
not only wider and more comprehensive but, as a matter of fact, also higher 
in rank (afdal) than ímám. This, he says, is absurd." 

For Ibn Taymiyyah, a Believer who only believes with the heart and 
does not do ‘good works” is a contradiction in terms. Far from being a 
part of islám, imán is a higher and more comprehensive concept than the 
latter. Islám, in the sense of acts of obedience is included within the con- 
cept of imán. Islám, in other words, is a part of imán. In his Kitab 
al-Imán there is a short but interesting chapter in which he discusses and 
criticizes Bagilláni's position, which he traces back to the Murji'ites, the 
Jahmites in particular. The following is an abbreviated translation. of the 
chapter."* At the outset he quotes the words of Bagillani which we have 
given above, and says: 

This, besides being an absurd theory, 
Koran and Sunnah, and is a contradiction in itself. It makes imn 
опе of the constituent parts of islám, all acts of obedience (1000) 
being islám, and imán being regarded here as consisting only in the 
mental act of ‘assent’ fasdig. The Murji'ites certainly say that mûn 
comprises islám, and yet, on the other hand, they limit the meaning 
of imén to ‘assent’ by the heart and the tongue, while the Jahmites 
make it still narrower and say that it is ‘assent’ by the heart only. 
If this were right, then ‘witnessing’, Worship, zakdt, or for that mat- 
ter any other thing would be excluded from imdn. This contradicts 
the words both of God and the Apostle. 
14) Kitab al Ibanah, Haydarabad, 2ed., 1948, p. 7 


15) op. cit. p. 324 
16) op. cit, рр. 129-133 
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The reason why I say this is a contradiction in itself is as follows 
If imán were, as they assert, a part of йт, it would mean that he 
who has actualized ímán has actualized only а part of islém, not 
the whole of islém which is obligatory. Such a man would not be 
а Muslim for he has not actualized the whole of islám, just as, in 
their theory, nobody can be a Believer unless he has actualized the 
whole of mûn. 

Their theory implies that islém is divisible into as many parts as there 
are acts of obedience. Thus the shahádah of the Unity of God 
would be by itself an islám, and the shahádah of the Apostleship 
of Muhammad would by itself be ап íslám. Likewise, Worship by 
itself would be an islám, zakát by itself would be an islm. Nay, 
each coin which you give to the poor would be an íslám, each pro- 
stration you perform in prayer would be an íslám, each day of your 
fasting would be an islam, and so оп and so forth indefinitely. 
Furthermore, if a Muslim cannot be a Muslim unless he does all the 
things which these people call íslám, it necessarily follows that the 
Fásiqs (those who have committed a grave sin) are not Muslims 
although they are still Believers. Thus they regard the Believers 
having—in their view—a perfect imán as non-Muslims. This is even 
worse than the thesis of the Karramites.” Nay, if we are to regard 
as islam all acts of obedience, whether ‘obligatory or supererogatory, 
he who neglects even non-obligatory duties cannot be a Muslim, for 
the supererogatory acts are also obedience to God. Such an attitude 
is contradictory to the oftenquoted verse (XLVI, 14) in which 
islám is distinguished from imm, and the Bedouins whose faith is 
only superficial are excluded from the name of imdn, but not from 
that of islûm. (In other words, they are acknowledged as Muslims, 
but not as Believers.) This proves that excluding the Fásiqs from 
the name of isldm, as these people do, is a far more serious mistake 
than excluding them from the name of imdn. For in both the Koran 
and the Sunnah, the name of imdn stands higher than islam. 

If those who take up this position protest and say: ‘No, (what we 
mean to say is that) anyone who does an act of obedience is entitled 
to be called Muslim’, then we may point out to them that it would 
follow necessarily from such a thesis that a man who does one single 
act of obedience out of all the possible ones is a Muslim, even if he 
does not confess the Unity of God and the Apostleship of Muhammad. 
These people say: ‘Every Believer is a Muslim, but not every Muslim 

17) The Karramites or al-Karramiyyah will be dealt with later. 
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is a Believer’. There is a contradiction between (the latter half of) 
this dictum and their understanding of islém. For a Muslim, ie. a 
man of isldm, is in their understanding the same as (one who is) 
obedient to God. But how сап а man be ‘obedient’ if he lacks ‘belief? 
It is unthinkable that anybody should do anything pertaining to islám 
without being at the same time a believer, even if it be the lowest 
kind of obedience. We must conclude, therefore, that every Muslim 
is а Believer, whether by íslám is meant the whole of acts of obedi- 
ence or one single act of obedience. When they say : ‘Every Believer 
is a Muslim’, they mean by ímán only the act of assenting (tasdiq) 
with the heart. But from this it follows, as we saw above, the most 
evidently absurd conclusion that a man may be a Muslim even if he 
does not confess openly the Unity of God and the Apostleship of 
Muhammad, and even if he does not fulfil at all any duty which he 
has been commanded to fulfil. Even the Jews and the Christians 
know very well that nobody can be a Muslim without shahádah or 
something equivalent to it. 

Now (since imán, according to their own definition, is the mental 
act of assenting only,) the term Believer (mu'mi? . man of imdn) 
in their dictum ‘every Believer is a Muslim’ does not mean a man 
who has openly confessed the belief in the Unity of God and the 
Apostleship of Muhammad, nor even а man who has done anything 
of the five Pillars. It can only mean a man who has done one single 
act of obedience (ie. assent), which is merely an inner kind of obedi- 
ence. Such a man, however, is not even a Muslim as understood 
by the Koran and the Sunnah, nor by our authorities, whether of 
the earlier or the latter period. 

They refer to the Koranic verse XLVII, 14 in which the Bedouins 
are described as men of superficial slim who confess the belief in 
the Unity of God and the Apostleship of Muhammad as a matter of 
formality, whether truthful or not. And yet, they go on to point 
ош, God recognizes in them ¿slám, and denies only imám. And 
those who do not know the truth of the matter tend (to be deceived 
by this and) think that such must have been the view of our earlier 
authorities based on the Koran and the Sunnah, namely that ‘every 
Believer is a Muslim, but not every Muslim is a Believer’. 

In reality, however, the difference between the thesis of these people 
and the view of the earlier authorities is even greater than that be- 
tween the latter and the thesis of the Mu'tazilites concerning islém 


IK) ‘This will be made clear in section II of the present chapter. 
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and imûn. In fact, the Mu'tazilite thesis on this point is far nearer 
(to the view of the earlier authorities) than the thesis maintained by 
the Jahmites." Only the Mu'tazilites’ assertion that the People of 
Qiblah** will be made to remain in Hell for ever is farther away 
from the saying of the earlier authorities than even the Jahmites' view. 
So that those of the later theologians who support the Jahmite view 
on the problem of belief give us the impression that they are support- 
ing thereby the authentic opinion of the earlier authorities on this and 
other related problems. This, however, is only a matter of verbal 
congruence. In reality, their view is most radically different from 
that of the earlier authorities. Of all the theories that have been 
put forward in Islam, nothing indeed is more remote from the An- 
cients’ view than that of the Jahmites. 
As to the thesis maintained by the Mu'tazilites, the Kharijites and the 
Karrámites concerning the concepts of islém and imdn, we should 
say that it is nearer to the view of the earlier authorities than that 
of the Jahmites. Only, as we have said before, the Mu'tazilites and 
the Khérijites maintain that the sinners will be in Hell eternally. 
This is more remote from the view of the Ancients than any other 
theory proposed. 

Thus the Mu'tazilites and the Khárijites are closer to the Ancients 
in their theory of ‘names’ but farther away from them in their theory 
of "judgments! The Jahmites, on the other hand, are closer (to the 
Ancients) in regard to ‘judgments’, in their view that the grave sin- 
ners among the Muslims will not remain in Hell eternally, but in 
regard to their understanding of the real nature of the ‘names’, islám 
and imán, they are far more removed from the real teaching of the 
Koran and the Sunnah than all others. The Jahmite view contradicts 
Reason, Revelation, and the Arabic language to such a degree that 
there can be nothing similar to it in this respect in any other school 


Ibn Taymiyyah has much more to say about the relation between inû 


19) On the Jahmite position, see Chap. V 
20) ie. the grave sinners among them. Reference is to the intransigent Mu'tazilite theory of 
m 

21) ‘Names’ (asmd", sg. ism) are major theological concepts like Imdn, islam, kufr, mu min, 
muslim, kafir, while "judgments! (abkdm, sg. hukm) are various problems raised by the 
‘names’, e.g. whether (тая increases and decreases, whether a Fisiq will be made to remain 
in Hell eternally, etc. Here Ibo Taymiyysh says that the Mu'tarilites are closer to the Ancients 
than the Jahmites in their application of the terms ‘Muslim’ and `Believer', but far removed 
from them regarding the ‘judgments’ connected with these ‘names’. 
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and йт. But before we proceed further, I would like to introduce into 
our discussion at this point another view which is opposed to both Ibn 
Taymiyyah and those whom he criticizes. Up till now the difference between 
the two concepts, imdn and islám, has been the center of interest. The 
major question, as we have seen, has been: Which of the two is the wider 
concept connotatively? Does imdn comprise in itself the concept of йт 
(Ibn Taymiyyah), or does islam include iman (Ash'ari;' Baqillani)? The 
former view is based on the Hadith of Gabriel, and the latter on the doctrine 
of five Pillars, But Muslim theology produced in the course of its history 
another opinion opposed to both of them. This third thesis emphasizes the 
similarity between the two concepts rather than the difference, and asserts 
that they are in the last analysis one and the same thing, the difference 
being merely a matter of different names. In the following section we shall 
first examine this last position, and then go on to observe how Ibn Tay- 
miyyah analyses and criticizes it. 


П Is ímán identical with islám ? 


Are imán and islám but two names for one and the same thing? Are 
they identical with each other in every respect? The terse phrase “mán 
and islám are one" given by the Maturidite theologian Nasafi seems to 
suggest that. What the Ash'arite commentator Taftazini says about this 
phrase, however, makes it clear that the underlying idea is not as simple as 
it appears at first sight, as we shall see presently. Why two different names 
if they were completely identical? 

The easiest way of solving this difficulty would be to say that the two 
qua concepts—or, as а matter of language— are different things, but practical. 
ly they come to the same thing. In other words, they are not exactly the 
same thing, but they are so inseparable from each other, i.e. they from such 
a solid unity, that neither of them can exist without the other. Let us now 
examine a typical instance of this kind of handling the problem. It is a 
220) Асап in the Далай p. 7, where he describes the general tenets of the Orthodox, 
clearly states that "the concept of islam is wider than that of iman (alisldm awsa' min al. 
imn. But in the Magdlat p. 283, where also he gives the common tenets of the Orthodox, 
he simply says that the two are different. 

23) al-iman wa-al-islam wáhid, Najm al-Din al-Nasafi, al-' Aqd'id al-Nasafiyyah with Таба. 
zinî s commentary, Cairo, Зей, 1939 
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passage from the Fiqh Akbar II (as Wensinck calls it) ascribed to Abu 

Hanifah and representing the Hanafite school of theology at about the 

time of Ash'ari/ The explanatory remarks of the Hanafite commentator 

|.Maghnisiwi are given in parentheses. 

The imdn consists in ‘confession’ іду” (by the tongue) and ‘assent’ 
tasdiq (ie. acceptance with the heart of what a reporter reports)'*...All 
Believers are equal in imn and tawhid (ie. an absolute denial of any- 
thing being associated with God). They differ in rank only in regard 
to "works! a'mál (ie. the acts of obedience, internal as well as external. 
"This shows clearly that a “good work’ does not constitute part of imán, 
for acts allow of ‘more or less’. Some people, for example, pray all 
the five daily prayers, whereas some others pray only some of the 
prescribed prayers, And yet even the prayers of this latter type are 
quite authentic, not invalid. .... Judge by this standard all other ‘works’, 
whether obligatory or supererogatory. The imdn is not like that, 
for the imán of one who believes only in some parts of what one 
has to believe in is not an authentic imdn; it is invalid. Such 
an imdn may be compared to the fasting of а man who begins to 
fast but breaks it soon after within the same day.) The ¿sám 
consists in complete surrendering and obedience to the commands of 
God (ie. being content with the judgments of God regarding what 
one should do and what one should not do. It is to accept with 
absolute docility and without any objection at all whatever God has 
called a ‘duty’ as a duty and whatever He has called ‘forbidden’ as 
forbidden.) So, as a matter of language, there is a distinction between 
imán and islám (because imán linguistically means ‘assent’ tasdiq 
while islám means ‘total surrendering’ taslim. ‘Assent’ has a special 
locus, which is the ‘heart’, and the ‘tongue’ is nothing but its "inter- 
preter, The ‘surredering’, on the contrary, is not limited to a specified 
locus; it covers the ‘heart’, the ‘tongue’ and ‘the bodily members’. 
That islûm is linguistically wider than imdn is proved by the fact 
that the Munáfiqs are, from the point of view of language, included 
in the category of Muslims even though they are certainly not Believers 
according to the ordinary usage of language nor according to the 
Divine Law) 
However, there can be no imán (in the sense in which the Divine 


24) Cf. Wensinck, op. ай. p. 246 

25) As we shill see laterahe first place given to "verbal confession" in the definition uf 
"belief is quite typical of the Hanaftte-Máturldite school. ‘The real significance of the elements, 
атап, tagdiq (and астай) in this kind of context will be made clear in the following. chapters. 
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Law defines it) unless there be islém, (because imn consists, as we 
have said above, in the verbal confession of, and inner assent to, the 
essential divine nature of God as well as His attributes and names. 
This implies that he who has acknowledged and believed has thereby 
‘surrendered’ himself totally to God and accepted all the commands 
and judgments of God as truly obligatory duties). And there can be 
no islam unless accompanied by imdn (because, since islám is humble 
submission to whatever God commands, it cannot possibly be realized 
except after ‘assent’ and ‘confession’. So it is unthinkable according 
to the Divine Law that there be a Believer who is not a Muslim, or 
a Muslim who is not a Believer. And this is meant by the theologians 
when they speak of the synonymity of the two names imdn and 
іт, and of their basic oneness). They are, so to speak, back and 
belly (ie. they are inseparable from each other). And the word Re- 
ligion (din) covers both iman and islám together with all the Divine 
Laws (ie. the word din is sometimes used to mean imdn, sometimes 
islam. It is also used to mean sometimes the Law of Muhammad, 
sometimes the Law of Moses, sometimes the Law of Jesus, or the 
Laws brought by other Apostles). 

The central point of this argument for the synonymity of imán and 
islám is that ímán contains in its semantic structure an important. element 
of ‘submission’ or ‘yielding’. He who ‘believes’ in the sense in which the 
Divine Law understands it has implicitly ‘submitted’ to Divine commandments 
In this manner, imn is identified with islam. 

Exactly the same argument is used by Taftazini in his commentary on 
the Creed of Nasaf? Here the common element connecting iman and 
islam is expressed by the word idh'án which means ‘submission’ ‘obedience’. 
Like Abû al-Muntaha, he begins by defining imn linguistically as fagdiq. 
Now tasdiq, he says, has as а technical term in logic the meaning of ‘judg- 
ment’ as opposed to ‘conception’ tasawwur.* But even at this logical level 
tasdiq contains an element of idh'dn, that is, ‘submitting’ and ‘acknowledg- 
ing.” 

‘The real nature of tasdiq does not consist merely in the occurrence 
of a truth-relation in the mind vis-à-vis a piece of information or the 
26) Kitab Sharh al.Figh al-Akbar, Haydarabad, 2ed., 1948, pp. 57-61 
2) op. сй. pp. 432-433 
28) Ct. Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Muhagial afhar al-Mulaqaddimi wa-al-Muta'akhthirin, Cairo, 
1323 A.H., pp. 23: ‘When we comprehend something, we may either consider it in itself with- 
‘out passing any judgment upon it, whether affirmative or negative, e.g. the concept of “man” 


in itself—and this is fagawwur—or we may pass a judgment upon it, either affirmative or 
negative. This last is what we call tasdlq’. 
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informant without its being accompanied by a submissive acceptance. 
On the contrary tasdiq is idh'án and the willing acceptance of the 
information to such a degree that it may properly be called taslim, 
or ‘complete surrender’. 

It would have been much more simple if Taftazini made a clear-cut 
distinction between /agdiq as a technical term in logic in the sense of ‘judg 
ment’, affirmative and negative, and fasdiq as a technical term in theology 
where the concept of idh'dn is an essential element. However this may 
be, his main intention is unmistakably clear. By pointing out that /asdiq 
(imén) contains in itself idh'én as an essential constituent, he wants to 
make it a connecting link between imám and islûm. This is quite e; 
because : 

islám itself means ‘submissiveness’ and ‘obedience’ in the sense of the 
acceptance of the judgments (of others) and idh'dn. But this is noth- 
ing other than the real meaning or fasdiq as we have seen above 
Generally speaking, the Divine Law does not allow us to judge any: 
body by saying ‘He is a Believer, but not a Muslim’, or ‘He is a 
Muslim, but not a Believer’. And this is in short exactly what we 
mean when we say that the two are identical. The identity should 
not be taken in the sense of a conceptual identity (ie. they are, as 
concepts, different from each other). But they are not different in 
the sense that one can exist separated from the other. .... There can be 
по imûn independently of islam. 


Ibn Hazm is one of the great thinkers in Islam who defend the thesis 
of the basic identity of imdn and islóm. However, he takes in his argument 
quite a different way from the variety which we have been studying. His 
argument is, as always, based on his original linguitic or semantic theory. 
Briefly stated, it amounts to this. Every Arabic word has its normal, stand- 
ard meaning. God, however, has transferred (maqala) some of them in 
His Arabic Revelation to special non-normal meanings defined only by Him- 
self. In other terms, some of the Arabic words used in Revelation have 
acquired а God-defined technical meaning. Applying this principle to imdn 
and islém, he says that the two words, as ordinary and normal Arabic 
words, mean quite different things, but that these words on the level of 
divinely instituted technical terminology mean exactly the same thing. 

Thus the word ímán originally means in Arabic tasdig. But God 
in His Revelation has used it in such a way that it means the whole 
of the acts of obedience and the avoidance of the acts of disobedience, 


29) Taftazint, op. cit. pp. 450-453 
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by which, whether positive or negative, man seeks the countenance 
of God (ie. imdn means the doing of the acts of obedience and the 
notdoing of the acts of disobedience, with the clear intention of serving 
God). 

The original meaning of the word islam in Arabic, on the other hand, 
is fabarne’ or "being acquitted’, ie. ‘getting rid of responsibility and 
handing it over to somebody else entirely’. Thus you say, ‘I have 
handed over (aslamtu) such-and-such a matter to suchand-such a 
person’ when you have transferred a matter completely to another 
person. The original meaning in which a Muslim was called muslim 
(lit he who has done íslám) is that ‘he got rid of (fabarra'a)" 
everything and handed it over altogether to God. But God, in the 
next stage, has transposed again the name of islám from this original 
meaning to all acts of obedience. Furthermore, the fabarru' of 
everything to God coincides exactly with the meaning of tasdiq, for 
nobody can hand over everything to God unless he trusts Him and 
believes in Him. In this way, when the word isldm is used in the 
sense in which it is opposed to kufr and opposed to fisq (ie. when 
it is used as a divinely instituted technical term), it is exactly the 
same thing as тбл. 

This, of course, should not be taken to mean that the word islám 
in the Koran is always used in this technical sense, Even in the 
Koran it happens that islûm is used in the ordinary, non-technical 
sense of istisiém ‘submission’, that is, a man’s submitting himself to 
the Islamic religion simply and solely because of the fear of life, 
without inner belief in it. In such a case íslám is not by any means 
synonymous with imdn, The word used in reference to some 
Bedouins in XLIX, 14 must be understood in this sense. 

Thus it stands patent that the words islam and imdn (as technical 
terms) have been transposed (by God Himself) from their proper 
places in the Arabic language to certain specified meanings which the 
Arabs had never known before God sent down Revelation upon His 
Apostle, telling him that he who acted in accordance with these 
(specified meanings) was alone entitled to the names of imán and 
islam and to be called а Believer-Muslim, whereas he who did not 
do so could be called neither a Believer nor a Muslim, however much 
he believed in all other things and however sincerely he handed over 
all other things to Сой," 


30) Figal IV, рр. 225 
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Against the view which thus identifies in one way or another imdn 
with іт, Ibn Taymiyyah raises a strong objection. As in the case of 
Ibn Hazm, his theory is based on an original theory of language. But there 
is a fundamental difference between the two semantic theories. 

He begins by rejecting the commonly-held rigid view of the semantic 
function of the linguistic signs, according to which a word keeps its definite 
range of basic meaning whenever and in whatever conditions it is used. 
And he replaces it with a more subtle, flexible view of language. The 
concrete result of this is his distinction between the absolute (muflag) usage 
of a word and the conditioned (muqayyad) usage. I shall illustrate this 
distinction first. 

Suppose a word, say A, comprises in its connotation five basic elements, 
say a, b, c, d, e. When this word is used in an ‘absolute’ way, it must 
naturally mean а, b, c, d, and e. But it often happens that the words is 
used in a ‘conditioned’ way. This occurs when, for instance, we pick up a 
and d out of the five, and say СА and а and 4). In such a case а and d 
have been made explicit for some reason or other, given, so to speak, an 
independent existence, and put side by side with A as if they were some- 
thing different from it. Here we have apparently a combination of three 
different concepts, although, in reality, the concept of A includes within 
itself the remaining two concepts so that the formula should be CA (a, d)3 
instead of CA and а and 4]. 

By way of illustration, Ibn Taymiyyah analyses the meaning structure 
of some of the key-terms in the Koran. The pair ma'ruf (good)-munkar 
(bad) provides a telling example. When used in the “absolute way, the 
word таті means everything (morally) good, and the word munkar 
everything (morally) bad. They are used in this way in VII, 157, which 
reads: ‘(The Apostle) enjoins upon them (ie. his followers) ma'rüf and 
forbids them munkar." In this and similar verses, the meaning of ma'rüf 
and типка” is general ; that is, everything which is at all capable of being 
described as morally good (khayr) is implied by ma'rüf, and, likewise, 
every evil (sharr) imaginable is implied by munkar. In terms of the 
symbolic notation introduced above we might say that the occurrence of À 
suggests automatically and implicitly the occurrence of a-bcd-e. 

Quite different from this is the use of the same word in IV, 114, where 
we find the formula CA (a, d)) actualized. The verse reads: ‘Much of 
their secret conversation is of no value except (in case) somebody enjoins 
almsgiving (sadagah) and ma'rüf and making peace (islah) among the 
people Here, as we see, almsgiving and peace-making are treated as two 
31) Similarly Ш, 110, IX, 71 
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independent conceptual units separate from ‘doing good’. Properly speaking 
however, ‘doing good’ ma'rif comprises within itself these two elements 
among many others. To put it in another way, the usage of the word 
‘ma'riif here is ‘conditioned’. In а similar manner, the usage of the word 
munkar in XXIX, 45, is ‘conditioned’, where we read: ‘Verily Worshi 
(salét) prevents lewdness C/ahshá') and munkar. In this verse fahshd" 
is regarded as something different and separate from munkar, whereas in 
the verse quoted above, ‘(the Apostle) forbids them munkar’, fahshd’ is 
naturally contained in, and implied by, тила! 

Exactly the same is true of the Koranic usage of the word imán. 
Sometimes it is used ‘absolutely’, sometimes it is used ‘conditionally’. And 
we have to be very careful when reading the Koran to distinguish between 
the two cases, for the majority of errors and misunderstandings concerning 
the meaning of imn and the relation of the latter to isldm are nothing 
but the result of inattentiveness to this basic semantic fact. The word fmn 
(under its various forms) is one of those that occur most frequently in the 
Koran, and consequently is also one of those that are most frequently on 
the lips of the people. 

The ‘absolute’ use of imdn is in itself relatively easy to handle. But 
the ‘conditioned’ one may prove very misleading unless we be on our guard. 
For sometimes the usage of the word тйл is ‘conditioned’ by a particular 
concept (formula: A and D), some other time wo find it used with another 
of the possible concepts (formula: A and c). And this naturally is likely 
to lead to confusion. Somebody, for instance, may have noticed the word 
imán used in the Koran in the form of A-and-b, He may take it as the 
standard usage of the word, and form his own conception of imdn on 
the basis of this particular combination. This of course leads to a 
specialization of the meaning of imdn, And henceforward he will be under- 
standing the word in that particular sense whenever it is used, regardless 
of whether it is ‘conditioned’ this way or that, or even whether it is 'condi- 
tioned’ at all or ‘absolute’."* 

To put it in more concrete terms in particular reference to the topic 
of the present chapter, what Ibn Taymiyyah wants to emphasize is that 
when the word imdn is used in a combination like (imm and islám and 
sdlihát (good works), for instance, it should not be understood in the form 
of CA and B and CJ. Rather, it should be understood in the form of CA 
(b and cJ, b and c being regarded here as two of the many constituent 
elements of A, made explicit for a particular reason. The meaning structure 
39) Iman, p. 135 
эз) bd. pp. 304305 
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of imán in such a case is naturally different from the meaning structure of 
the same word when it is used unconditionally. 


What, then, is imán according to Ibn Taymiyyah ? What is islám? 


And how are the two related with each other? The very basis and the 
starting-point of his argument lies in the understanding of the concept of 
imán when the word is used ‘absolutely’. 


an 
E 
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The word imán, used 'absolutely' in both the Koran and the Sunnah, 
means the same thing as the word bir and the word faqud"* and 
the word din? The Prophet himself explained ímám in this way 
in the Hadith : "imn consists of seventy odd branches, the highest of 
all being the confession of the Unity of God, and the lowest, remov- 
ing anything which might be harmful to others from the road’. This 
Hadith suggests that everything that pleases God comes under the 
name of ímám. Likewise the words birr, faqud, and din (or din al. 
Islám ‘religion of Islam’), when they are used ‘absolutely’ 

As regards birr, for instance, it is related that the verse: "The birr 
does not mean that you turn your faces (to the East and the West) 
etc" was revealed when the people asked about the meaning of 
imán. What God mentions in this verse as the meaning of bir is 
nothing other than ímán, tagwd, and the good works through which 
men approach toward God. 

There is also a Hadith in which the Prophet himself explains the 
meaning of the word birr by equating it with ímán. ‘One day a 
man came to Abû Dharr and asked him about the meaning of тап 
Aba Dharr™ (instead of giving him a direct answer) recited the verse: 
“The birr does not mean that you turn your faces etc.", to the end 
of it. The man said, “I did not ask you about birr". Then Abû 
Dharr replied, “Once a man went to the Prophet and asked him 
exactly the same question as you have. The Prophet in reply recited 
the same verse which I have just recited to you, Then the man 
made exactly the same remark as you, and refused obstinately to be 
content with this answer. Thereupon the Prophet told him: The 
Believer (lit. man of ímán) is one who, when he has done something 
good, is delighted and hopes for a reward, but, when he has done 


enerally translated a 
xenerally translated a 
xenerally tra 
Koran, П, 117 

fone of the famous Companions of the Prophet. On the very interesting character of 


y 
r of God 
lated as ‘religion’ 


this man see, for example, Wensinck, Muslim Creed, p. 46 


т THE CONCEPT OF BELIEF IN ISLAMIC THEOLOGY 


something bad, feels sorry and fears the chastisement for it” 

Ibn Taymiyyah goes on to show that the same relation holds between 
birr and taqwà. In the verse: ‘O you who believe ... help each other 
unto birr and faqwd' (V, 2), the two concepts are distinguished from 
each other. In other words, each of them, in this particular place, is used 
in a narrowly specified sense, We notice this because we see them used 
in a ‘conditioned’ way (tagyid), being ‘yoked together’ (igfirám). Further- 
more, the beginning of the verse СО you who believe") makes it clear 
beyond any doubt that the whole thing concerns the key-concept of ‘belief’. 
But in some other places, the word faqwà is used ‘absolutely’. And in 
such a case fagwd is completely synonymous with birr, as is shown by the 
verse: ‘Those, indeed, are the God-fearing (muttagiina pl. of muttagi mean: 
ing roughly "a man of tagwa”)’. It is significant that these words are 
the concluding sentence of the whole verse (П, 177) beginning with ‘The 
birr does not mean that you turn your faces to the East and the West. 
In other words, those who are characterized by birr and those who are 
characterized by taqud are simply equated with each other. 

All this, Ibn Taymiyyah concludes, goes to show that йди, birr, and 
laqw are one and the same thing when these words are used ‘absolutely’ 
The Believers (muéminün) are the same as the God-fearing (muttaqün), 
and the latter, in turn, are the same as the Pious (abrár).* 

Now imán, taken ‘absolutely’, is a very wide and comprehensive concept. 
And it is clear that there сап be no ímán in this ‘absolute’ sense where 
there is no “good work’. The Koran itself attests to it? The very verse. 
to which reference has been made and which gives a perfect verbal defi 
tion of the concept of birr (ímán), enumerates as the essential conditions 
of birr: (1) belief in God, the Last Day, the angels, the Book and the 
Prophets, (2) giving one's wealth to kinsfolk, orphans, the needy, the way- 
farer, and thoes who ask, (3) setting slaves free, (4) observing worship in 
due form, (5) paying the zakdt, (6) keeping one's treaty, (7) being patient 
in misfortune and adversity. 

Of all the seven items enumerated, only the first one concerns the 
psychological aspect of ímán, ie. imdn as an inner state of the Believer. 
Only here is ímán synonymous with fasdig. All the rest, from (2) to (7). 
concern the various concrete manifestations of the inner state. Evidently 
the Koran considers them all as integral parts of тйл together with (1) 

Ibn Taymiyyah recognized the supreme importance of the ‘heart’ qalb 


39) Iman, p. 14 
40) ibid. pp. 152-153 
4D) ibid. pp. 150-152 
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in the constitution of im. “The heart is the very root (ag). But we 
must observe, he goes on to argue, that the heart has not only the intellectual 
function of ‘knowing’ (as the definition ímán=lasdiq tends to suggest), 
but also it has its own ‘works’ a'mál, such as the love of God and His 
Apostle, the fear of God, the love of what God and His Apostle love, the 
disliking of what God and His Apostle dislike, complete reliance upon God, 
etc. АШ these acts of the heart have also been enjoined by God upon all 
Believers. And such a heart, once realized, must of necessity exercise a 
decisive influence on the whole body, control and govern it, and manifest 
itself in good bodily works. And this, Ibn Taymiyyah says, is the meaning 
of the Hadith : ‘Lo, there is in the body a morsel of flesh (mudghah) 
When it is in good order the whole body is in good order, but when it 
is corrupted the whole body becomes corrupted accordingly. Lo, that thing 
is the heart" 

The gist of the whole argument is, as we have already seen, that the 
word imán, when used ‘absolutely’, includes in its meaning "works. Ex- 
ception has often been taken to such a view on the ground that the Koran 
constantly uses the phrase 'those who believe and do good works' (alladhina 
mani wa*amilü al-şûlihût). Why did God distinguish at all ‘belief and 
‘work’, if the latter were implied by the former? For Ibn Taymiyyah, the 
answer is easily found. The problem is solved immediately if we understand 
the above phrase not in the form of CA and B), but in that of CA (6)). 

The real significance of the problem, however, can only he seen when 
ме consider it against the background of the Murji'ite conception of imn. 
for the argument, properly speaking, is directed against the Murjiites who 
assert that ímán is imdn by itself, and that the concept of ‘work’ is essential: 
ly external and irrelevant to it. So the discussion of this problem belongs 
to a later context. We shall come back to Ibn Taymiyyah’s attitude toward 
the Murjiite position in chapter VI. Let us now concentrate upon his 
view on the relation between imdn and islám. 


The Hadith of Gabriel which, as we remember, served as the starting 
point for Ibn Taymiyyah's argument, distinguished {тйл from islám in this 
way : imdn is that one believes in God, His Angels, His Books, Ніз Apos- 
tles, the Last Day, and the predestination, whether of good or bad’, while 
islám is ‘the verbal confession of the Unity of God and the Apostleship of 
Muhammad, the worship, the zakát, the pilgrimage, and the fast of Ramadan. 
In short, ímán is inner belief while islém is external work. This, says 
jah, gives the meaning of imn and islûm when these words 
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are used together in a coordinate relationship, that is, in the form of СА 
and B). And since this is the answer given by the Apostle himself, we 
have no other answer to offer concerning what these words mean when 
used in such a form. 

So the real problem here is rather: What do imdn and islûm mean, 
and what is the conceptual relation between them, when they are used as 
independent concepts? To this question Ibn Taymiyyah gives the following 
answer. 

Islém is nothing other than din.“ And din is the nominal form of 
the verb dûna meaning ‘humble submission’. And the din of islám 
in which God found satisfaction and with which He sent His Apostles 
is nothing other than ‘total surrender’ istislém to God alone. Thus 
its root is in the human heart, and it is submissiveness to God alone 
coupled with worshipping Him alone. So he who worships Him, 
but worships some other god with Him, is not а Muslim (lit man 
of islám). Nor is he a Muslim who does not worship Him, being 
too haughty to do so. ....Thus isldm is basically a kind of ‘work’: it 
is both the work of the heart and the work of the body. 
Islûm, in short, is that you worship God, and God alone, without 
associating anything with Him, in an attitude of sincere submissiveness. 
And this is the din of God, other than which He never accepts from 
anybody. And since He has sent to us His Apostles, we cannot 
except by doing what the Apostles have commanded us 
nything other than this is simply ‘disobedience’. Besides, He 
has put an end to the series of Apostles with Muhammad. So nobody 
can be a Muslim unless he witness that there is no god but God and 
that Muhammad is His servant and His Apostle. With these words 
Cof shahddah) anybody can enter into йт. So he who asserts 
that islám is ‘saying’ (verbal confession) is right if he means thereby 
this fact. However, (this is not all) for it is necessary for a Muslim 
to do all the ‘external works’ which the Apostle has commanded. 
And he who neglects to do any part of them has made his islam 
defective to that extent. ...Whoever does the ‘external works’ with 


10) ibid, pp. 217 
This proposition is based on the Koran. “Verily the dim (generally translated as “ге 
in the sight of God is islam’ (III, 19); ‘Whosoever seeks as din anything other than 
will not be accepted from him, and he will be among the losers in the Hereafter’ 
СШ, 85); "Who is better in dis than he who has surrendered (aslama, verbal form correspond: 
im to islam) his face (i.e. his whole being) to God? (IV, 125), etc 

Iman, p. 221. The definition of islam is given on p. 
to God by the heart together with external works. 
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sincerity will surely be rewarded for it, but only on condition that 
he acknowledges with his heart the Unity of God and the Apostleship 
of Muhammad. Such a man has in himself imdn to the extent that 
he gives this kind of mental assent. This does not imply, however, 
hat this assent requires the existence in the man of an absolute 
certainty (yagin) which leaves no place for doubt, nor does it require 
that the man be characterized by all the distinguishing traits that are 
peculiar to a true man of ímán. 

Many of the Muslims are by nature like that inwardly as well as 
outwardly. In other words, they are born with the kind of islam 
here described with the limited amount of ímán which necessarily 
accompanies it, without, however, attaining to the degree of (imdn 
as an) absolute certainty.“ 

In Ibn Taymiyyah's view, this description holds true of the Bedouins 
to whom reference is made in XLIX, 14 of the Koran. They are recognized 
as Muslims, but not as Believers, because they do not fulfl the conditions 
of the perfect imán. Some think that the belief of those Bedouins is simply 
that of the Hypocrites (mundfigin). But this is wrong. Surely, the imdn 
in its ‘absolute’ sense cannot be attributed to them, but they are nonethe- 
less real Muslims, not Hypocrites. Their islam, although defective, will be 
rewarded in the Hereafter. Further, they have enough imdn to be worthy 
of reward." 

(More generally) the same applies to most of the new converts to Islam. 
Nay, even to most of the (Muslims) who do not know yet the 
real depth of imán. 

Take, for example, the case of a man who was converted to Islam 
after fighting—the Kafirs, we must remember, at first fought stubbornly 
against Islam, then accepted it—or a man who became a Muslim 
after being taken prisoner, or again а man who heard about Islam, 
came, and accepted it. Such a man is a Muslim in the sense that 
he obeys readily the orders of the Apostle, but there has not yet 
penetrated deep into his heart the knowledge of the real imdn. This 
last state is achieved only when the man has at his disposal the 
means thereto, i.e. a (perfect) understanding of the Koran, direct and 
intimate contact with people of real imdn, imitating what proceeds 
from them in both saying and doing, or a special personal guidance 
bestowed upon him by God Himself. .... 

Thus many of the Muslims of whom we are talking now, whenever 


16) ibid. рр. 227-228 
47) ibid, pp. 201-208, 2i 
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they hear words of criticism, are very likely to be driven back to 
doubt and uncertainty and to begin to hesitate to fight in the way 
of God. Such people (cannot be regarded as Believers in the full 
sense of the word) for they do not certainly fall under the category 
of those who are described by the divine words in the following 
manner: “The Believers are those only who, once they believe in 
God and His Apostle, never doubt afterward, but fight in the way 
of God with their wealth and their lives’ (XLIX, 15) 

However, they are not Hypocrites (Munáfqs) either, who harbor 
kufr in the depth of their hearts. A man of this type is neither a 
Believer (man of imán) in the real sense of the word, nor a Hypo- 
crite, nor again a grave sinner, On the contrary, he performs the 
external acts of obedience. However, he does not satisfy the full 
and essential requirements of iman. He has a certain amount of 
imn, which, however is not sufficient to make him entitled to be 
called а real man of ímóm. But he will be rewarded for what he 
does of the acts of obedience.“ 


The foregoing explanation of the concept of islám has, I think, already 


made fairly clear what Ibn Taymiyyah wants us to understand by imán. 
The main point he makes is that ётди is a higher concept than islém and 


comprises the latter within it. This we have seen in the first section of 


the present chapter. Here is what he says about it. 


The original meaning of imdn is assent (tasdig), acknowledging 
(igrár) and knowledge (ma'rifah). It is, in this sense, kind of 
inner act of the heart (ата! al-qalb). Тһе real basis of it is ‘assent’, 
and ‘act’ is something that follows it. This is why the Prophet 
explained fmûn as being essentially believing by the heart and the 
submissiveness of the heart, i.e. ‘belief in God, His Angels, His Books 
and His Apostles’, while he he explained islam as а particular kind of 
‘submission’ istisldm, i.e. the performance of the five basic duties. .... 
In other words, imén is higher than isldm. And this is expressed 
by his words: islám is external, whereas imdn is in the heart; The 
meaning of all this is as follows. 

The external acts are visible to others, but what is in the heart is 
an inner state (and is invisible), like assent, knowledge, the love of 
God, hope etc. However, the inner states must of necessity manifest 
themselves externally, and these necessary manifestations (lawdzim) 
point to the inner states, An external manifestation cannot possibly 


48) ibid. pp. 204-205 
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point to a certain inner state unless there is a necessary connection 
between them. (This implies that islám as external acts must be 
understood only as the necessary and inevitable manifestations of 
imán.)* 

The kind of ímán which characterizes a Believer (man of imdn) in 
the true sense of the word comprises a concrete knowledge of all the 
details of what is to be believed ; it comprises also a sense of satisfied 
security and an absolute certainty. ....And the absolute certainty and 
the firmness that are in the hearts of those who are characterized by 
this type of imdn, and the inseparability of tasdiq from their hearts, 
are such that they are not possessed by men of islém. Men of this 
kind of imdn are the true Believers. Thus it comes about that every 
Believer is necessarily a Muslim, because imdn requires necessarily 
“good works’, but not every Muslim is a Believer taken in the sense 
of a man of ‘absolute’ imn. And this because the total surrender 
(istislam) to God and acting in accordance with it (ie. islam) do 
not require such a particular (e. such a high degree of) imdn. 
The difference between imdn and islám is capable of being felt by 
everybody in himself and observed in other people.* 


The second point to note about the basic difference between imdn and 
islám, according to Ibn Taymiyyah, is that the promise of Paradise is 
connected exclusively with the name of imén, while the word з/т, when 
used ‘absolutely’, has no connection at all in the Koran with man’s entering 
Paradise. This does not mean of course that the Koran belittles із/йт. On 
the contrary, the Koran repeatedly emphasizes its importance, affirming that 
islam is the only religion that satisfies God, and that He will never accept 
any other thing from anybody" And yet, in spite of that, He has never 
said, ‘Verily the Garden is there prepared for the Muslims’ or ‘God promises 
the Garden to the Muslims’ Such a promise is given only to ‘those who 
believe’. ‘God promises to the Believers, both men and women, Gardens 
underneath which rivers flow’ (IX, 72), where the concept of imdn appears 
in its ‘absolute’ form. Or, ‘Give glad tidings unto those who believe and 
do good works, that they will enter Gardens underneath which rivers flow’ 
(II, 25), where the concept of imén appears in а ‘conditioned’ form, that 
is, ‘yoked’ with that of good works (ie. islám). Similar examples abound 
in the Koran. In any case, islam alone is never associated with the Garden. 


49) ibid. рр. 221222 
50) ibid. p. 228 
51) For example, Ш, 85, X, 71, 72, I, 130, 132, etc. 
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Even when imdn and islam are yoked together in contexts of this sort, it 
is бийл, and not islém, that is thought to be deserving the reward of 
Paradise, for, as we have seen before, the combination is to be understood 
in the form of CA (b), not in that of CA and B) which places an equal 
amount of emphasis on both elements." 

The next point to note is that imdn, according to Ibn Taymiyyah, must 
not be represented as a fixed and immovable entity, because the Believer 
is constantly exposed to temptation. 

Even a real Believer may from time to time be assailed by this or 
that trait of Hypocrisy (mifáq). Then, after a while, God will turn 
toward him (and he will return to his perfect imm). Very often 
there occurs in his heart something that necessitates an act of тшй. 
but God repels it from his heart 

The Believer, in general, is constantly tried by the ‘whisperings’ of 
Satan and the ‘whisperings’ of kufr which “make his heart straitened’. 
Some of the Companions of the Prophet once confessed to him saying, 
‘O Apostle of God, we feel sometimes in ourselves something (which 
is so horrible that) we would rather fall down from the heaven to 
the earth than talk about it” The Prophet replied to this, ‘that is 
а рше and unmixed kind of mán 

The fmn is pure and unmixed because of the feeling of horror and 
abhorrance of it (ie. whispering of Satan) and their trying to keep 
it away from their hearts. ...It is as pure and unmixed as pure milk. 
And it is pure because they abhorred the whisperings of Satan and 
defended themselves from them so that their belief was kept intact. 
The ímán begins by being a small white spot in the heart. Then 
as the man grows in ímán, the heart goes on growing white until 
at last, when the imdn reaches its perfection, the whole heart turns 
pure white. Similarly the hypocrisy begins by being a small black spot 
in the heart. And as the man increases in hypocrisy, the heart, too, 
goes on increasing in blackness until at last, when the hypocrisy reaches 
its perfection, the whole heart turns black.“ ..(This suggests that 
imán and nifáq may very well coexist in one and the same heart.) 
Many sayings have been handed down to us, affiriming that the heart 
sometimes contains fmûn and mifág at the same time. And both the 


5) ibid. pp. 
55) ibid. p. 238 

5D Ax w, this is an answer given to the question raised by the Murjiites as t 
whether "imn increases and decreases. The problem itself in its original form will be dis: 
cussed in the next chapter. 
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Koran and the Sunnah clearly testify to the truth of this view. In 
fact, the Prophet often referred to the ‘branches’ (shu'ab, pl. of 
shu'bah) or ‘portions’ of belief and hypocrisy. ‘He who has in him- 
self а portion of these qualities (ie. telling lies, breaking promises, 
etc.) has a portion of mifáq until he abandons it'.* In such a case 
this one portion of nifaq may be coexisting within the heart of the 
man with many portions of imdn. And this explains why the 
Prophet said, ‘He who has in his heart even the measure of a tiny 
grain of imdn will be allowed to go out of the Fire.’ In other 
words, if а man has the smallest imaginable amount of imn he will 
not be made to stay in the Fire forever. In case he has a great 
amount of nifdg, he will be punished in the Fire exactly according 
to that amount, and then will be allowed to go out of the Fire. ... 
Thus we can safely say that the interpretation given by some of the 
earliest authorities of the word aslama (verbal form of isldm)* is 
correct, namely that it means is aslama, ie. surrendering for fear 
of the sword. Also correct is the opinion that even this kind of 
islám is islim. For what is meant thereby is nothing but a (formal) 
entrance into Islam. And the formal and external isldm of this sort 
may even comprise the Hypocrites not to speak of those in whose 
hearts there coexist imdn and nifáq, although the pure Hypocrites 
whose hearts are totally black will (in the Hereafter) be put into the 
lowest region of the Fire. 
This is why the Companions of the Prophet were so much afraid of 
nifûq with respect to themselves, though they were not at all afraid 
of the occurrence of fakdhib (which means ‘giving the lie’, as we 
saw in Chapter II) to God and His Apostles. They were not afraid 
of takdhib because every true Believer is absolutely sure that he will 
never give the lie to God and the Apostle. 
This is what justifies a Believer's declaring, 1 am really a Believer 
(man of fmûn)'." By saylng so he only indicates that he knows 
most definitely his own fasdig. Only imán does not consist in tasdiq 
alone ; it also includes, as we saw above, various acts of the heart 
(like fear of God, love of God etc.) and the latter in turn requires 
external acts." 
55) Cf. Bukhárl, Iman, No. 32, 33. Instead of shu'bah, the word khaglah is used here. 
56) Reference is to the Bedouins in the Koran, of whom mention has been made above. 
57) ie. without there being necessity for adding im sha'a Allah ‘if God wills’. This problem 
will be dealt with later in а special chapter 


58) In other words, the core itself of lagdtg may remain intact, but the surrounding parts 
may very well change at any moment. 
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It is certain, for example, that the adulterer, when he commits adultery, 
does so simply because there is love in his heart for that act. If there 
is fear of God, or love of God, firmly rooted in his heart and if it 
overcomes his carnal lust he would not commit adultery. 
he who is truly and sincerely devoted to God will never commit 
adultery. Man commits adultery solely because such fear or love is 
missing in him. It is this aspect of imdn that is problematic. His 
tasdiq itself remains untouched. 

This is why it is said of such a man that he is a Muslim, but not a 
Believer (in the full sense of the word), for а Muslim deserving a 
reward must necessarily be а man of tasdiq—otherwise he would be 
а man of nifág—and yet not everyone who is a man of tagdiq is 
necessarily а man who fulfils all the requirements of the true fmn. 
He may believe (tasdiq) what the Apostle has told him, but he 
may, in spite of that, be inclined toward making a show before people 
and may find his wealth and family dearer to his heart than God, 
the Apostle, and the fighting in the way of God. 

A man can be a Believer in the full sense of the word only when 
he finds God and His Apostle dearer to him than all others. The 
true Believer is he who never wavers, who fights willingly for the 
cause of God with his wealth and life. Anybody who lacks these 
properties of the true imdn is one of whom the Apostle denied the 
name of imdn even if he has tasdiq, and even if tasdiq is part of 
imán. ....The mere tasdiq which is not accompanied by the love of 
God and the fear of God is in no way the true imn. It is like the 
tasdiq of Pharaoh, the Jews, and Iblis. And it was for this reason 
that the earlier authorities did not approve of the theological position 
of the Jahmites who declared ímán to be ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah alone.” 


The last sentence of the long passage just quoted would seem to give 


us a good excuse for leaving Ibn Taymiyyah for a while and turning to 
an examination of the Murjiites. The Jahmites are generally classified by 
the Muslim heresiographers as one of the most important Murjiite sects. 


59) ibid. pp. 257-250 


CHAPTER V 


THE ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE OF THE CONCEPT OF BELIEF 


I The Murji'ites and the problem of imdn 


Reference has already been made in an earlier chapter to the Murji'ites 
in connection with the problem of the grave sinner. Against the Khárijites, 
who exercised fakfir indiscriminately, the Murji'ites took up the attitude of 
noncommitment, i.e. of ‘suspending the judgment’ on the question of whether 
a particular individual was а Believer-Muslim or а Кабг. Historically this 
was the original meaning of the word irj4' ‘suspending, or postponing judg- 
ment’, from which was derived their very name Murji'ite, that is, people of 
irj@. In this form, the concept of Ф was certainly more of a political 
nature than purely theological. 

But we have seen also how this concept developed in the course of time 
into а theological one. At this second stage irjd' no longer meant ‘suspend: 
ing or postponing judgment’ implying the attitude of political neutrality ; it 
meant putting ‘work’ behind ‘belief, that is, regarding ‘work’ ‘amal (pl. 
a'mál) as of secondary significance in relation to imn, which alone is of 
essential importance. It is this aspect of the Murji'ites that we are concerned 
with in the present chapter. But we must remember that the problem of 
the relation between ímán and “ата! was not the only concern of the Murji'- 
ite theologians. It was but а part of a wider question : What is imdn? 

It is indeed the most remarkable contribution of the Murji'ites toward 
the development of Muslim theology that they raised in a straightforward 
and crucial form the question of the essential structure of mûn. This was 
noticed and acknowledged by Muslim thinkers themselves, although most of 
them were more concerned with attacking vehemently the Murji'ites for 
having belittled the significance of ‘good work’ and even excluded it com- 
pletely from the conceptual field of ímám. This last point is largely true, 
as we shall see. But still the fact remains that the Murji'ites were the first 
of the Muslims to take up seriously the problem of the inner structure of imdn 
as а theological concept. 

It is very significant in this respect that Ash'ari begins the chapter on 
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the doctrines of the Murji'ites in his Maqûla al-Islámiyyin with the ques 
tion :" What is imdn (alimán má hú)? This exactly was the starting point 
and the center of all Murji'ite thinking when it reached the second, ic 
theoretical and purely theological, stage. Before we go on to analyze the 
Murji'ite concept of fmn, it is advisable that we try to have a bird'seye 
view of different opinions put forward by the leading thinkers of this school 
What follows is a summary of Ash'ari's chapter just mentioned, with running 
commentary here and there. Аан divides the whole of the Murji'ites into 
twelve groups, basing his divisions on the various types of responses to the 
problem of imán. 


(12 Jahm b. Safwan and his followers called Jahmiyyah or the Jab- 

mites? 
(1) [mán in God consists solely in knowing (ma'rifah) God and His 
Apostles and all that has come from God. 
(2) Anything other than this kind of ‘knowledge’ is not imi. So, for 
example, verbal confession (igrár) by the tongue, humble submissiveness 
(ид) in the heart, love of God and His Apostle, respect (ta'zim) for 
them, fear (khawf) of them, external works, etc. are completely excluded 
from imán. 
(3) Kufr means ignorance (jahl) of God. 

(The above are the doctrines of Jahm himself. The following three 

points are ascribed to his followers). 
(4) If a man has acquired the ‘knowledge’, then even if he denies by the 
tongue, the verbal denial does not make him a Kafir. 
(5) [тап is indivisible into parts, and (consequently) the Believers cannot 
excel one another in regard to ímán. 
(6) Both imdn and kufr have their seat in the heart, not in any other 
part of the body. 


СП] Salihi (Abu al-Husayn) and his followers (Sálihiyyah)* 
(1) Îmûn is absolutely nothing other than ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah, and kufr 
is absolutely nothing other than ‘ignorance’ jahl. 
(2) ‘Knowledge’ here means love of God and submissiveness to God. 
(3) Belief in God in itself does not include belief in the Apostle. So 
theoretically it is quite possible that a man believes in God without believing 
1) Magalat, p. 132 
2) Magalat, p. 132 
this Ibn Taymiyyah's view discussed in the last part of the preveding chapter. 
there can be no Imdn where there ix 


“submissiveness’ of the heart. 
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in the Apostle. Practically, however, по one can believe in God without 
believing at the same time in the Apostle, because the Apostle has said: 
"He who does not believe in me does not believe in God either 

(4) Worship (sdldt) is not a means of serving God. There is no service 
to God but imdn in God, which is ‘knowledge’. 

(5) Ímán neither increases nor decreases ; it is a single unit. And so is ku/?. 
(6) The saying of a man who says ‘God is one of the three’ (ie. the 
profession of belief in the Trinity) does not constitute in itself kufr, but such 
a saying can come out only from a Кабг» 


СШ) Yûnus and his followers ( Yünusiyyah)* 
(1) Imén is the knowledge (ma'rifah) of God, submissiveness to Him, 
abandoning all haughtiness (istikbár) to Him, and loving Him. 
(2) When a man gathers in himself all these qualities together, he is a 
Believer (man of imm). Iblis (ie. Satan) knew God,’ but he became a 
Káfir because of his overbearing haughtiness to God. 
(The next statement, Ash'ari says, was the opinion of some of the 
followers of Yûnus, but Yûnus himself did not support it. Baghdidi. 
however, ascribes it to Yûnus) 
(3) Nobody can be a Believer unless he gathers all the above-mentioned 
qualities in himself, but the abandoning of even one of them is enough to make 
а man а Кабг. 


CIV) Aba Shimr and his followers (Shimriyyah)* 
(2) Iman is the knowledge of God, submissiveness to Him, loving Him 
with the heart, together with the verbal confession (igrdr) that He is One 
and that there is nothing like unto Him.'* 


5) This seemingly strange statement is in reality nothing but a direct consequence of the th 
that (má and kufr are exclusively a matter of ‘knowledge’ and ‘ignorance’ respectively 
Whatever one says does not essentially affect (тан and kufr, because it is totally external to 
the heart. ‘Thus ŞAlibI excludes from (тая the concept of ‘verbal confession’ igrár. Ibn {лет 
(op. cit. IV, p. 216), ascribing this theory to the Jahmites and the Ash'arites (1), says that, 
according to them, denial of God, vilification of God, and denial of the Apostle do not con 
stitute Jur, as long as these are a ‘matter of the tongue’, but they constitute а decisive evi 
dence that there is fr in the heart of one who says such things. 

5) op. cit, p. 133 

7) ie. ТЫ had ‘knowledge’, one of the basic constituent elements of Iman. 

8) Fare. р. 191 

9) Maddldi, pp. 134-135. It is noteworthy that Ash'arl explains this fourth category as ‘the 
followers of Abû Shimr and Yûnus’. 

10) As we see, (1) of Abû Shimr is almost the same as (1) of Yûnus except for the fact 
that the former emphasizes that knowledge of God does not constitute iman unless coupled 
with the confession of the Unity of God. 
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(3) The above holds true so long as there is no witness of the Prophets 
concerning God. When, however, Prophets have been sent and their testi- 
mony established, imán is believing in them and acknowledging them verbally. 
In the latter situation the knowledge of what has come down to us from 
God (ie. directly, without the mediation of a Prophet) does not constitute 
part of imán. 

(3) No single quality of all the qualities (mentioned under 1) can be called 

by itself тйл, nor even а ‘part of ітӣт. Only when all of them are 

gathered together, is the whole thing called imán. 

(4) But the abandoning of these qualities, whether all of them or even a 

single one, constitutes kufr. 

(5) [mán is indivisible, and it is capable neither of increase nor of decrease. 
(Ash‘ari adds one more item to the foregoing, saying that it is based 
on what Muhammad b. Shabib and ‘Abad b. Sulayman have related 
as Abû Shimr's personal opinion. It emphasizes especially Aba 
Shimr's relation with the Qadarite-Mu'tazilite movement. In fact Abû 
Shimr was one of the representative thinkers of what is generally 
known as Murjah-Qadariyyah). 

(6) Ímán is knowledge of God and the verbal confession of it and of 

whatever has come down from God, together with knowledge of Divine 

justice Сай), that is to say, the knowledge of everything that affirms the 

‘justice’ of God and everything that denies the existence of anything ‘eternal’ 

other than God," whether the knowledge be based directly on the Scripture 

or derived from it by reasoning. АШ this is imdn, and the knowledge of 
it is бтп. He who doubts it is а Кабг and the doubter of the doubter is 
also а Кайт." 


СУЈ Aba Thawbán and his followers ( Thawbániyyah)'* 
(1) Îmûn is the verbal confession of God and His Apostles! and of every- 
thing the doing of which is recognized by Reason'* as obligatory. Every- 


11) A is easy to see, this is nothing but the affirmation of the two basic tenets of the Mu’ 
tazilites, "justice! ddl, i.e. admitting the existence of free will in man, and ‘Unity’ баша. 
ie. a denial of the existence of eternal attributes in God, 

12) On page 477, Ash'ari gives again the Qadarite definition of iman by Abû Shimr in almost 
the same terms 

14) Magalat, p. 135 

14) Baghdádi gives in his Farg (p. 192) practically the same definition of imm by Abû 
‘Thawbin, but adds ‘knowledge’ and says: Iman is the verbal confession and the knowledge 
of God and His Apostles, ete. 

18) The original sentence in Ash'arl is a little confusing. Following faithfully the punctuation 
the text (Мааш! ed. Ritter, p. 135) Professor Tritton (Muslim Theology, London. 
j, for instance, translates the passages as follows: ‘Faith is confession of God and the 
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thing the doing of which is not recognized by Reason to be obligatory does 
not form part of imán. 
(т) Imén can increase but not decrease. 


CVI} Najjar and his followers CNajjáriyyah)'* 
(1) mûn consists of three things: Firstly, knowledge of God and His 
Apostles and of the religious duties (fard'id) upon which there is an un- 
animous agreement among the Muslims ; secondly, submissiveness to Him in 
all these matters, and thirdly, verbal confession." 
(2) One who is ignorant of any of the above-mentioned things when there 
is an undeniable evidence in proof of them, is a Кабг. Also guilty of kufr 
is one who knows them and yet does not confess verbally. 
(3) No single one of the above can by itself be called (mn. (Only when 
all of them are actualized together, do they constitute ímán). 
(4) When all these imdn-making qualities are actualized together, each 
single quality constitutes an act of obedience (fd'ah). But the same quality, 
when actualized in isolation without the rest of them being done, does not 
constitute obedience. The knowledge of God, for example, does not constitute 
obedience if it stands isolated from the verbal confession. The reason for 
this is that God has commanded us to ‘believe’ as a single matter, and who- 
ever does not obey God's command is not ‘obedient’ to Him. 
(5) The neglect of any one single article is an act of ‘disobedience’, but 
nobody becomes а Кабг by neglecting one single article (Le. it is a sin, 
but not kufr). The name of imén is not removed from a Believer except 
by his committing kufr. 
(6) There is a difference of degrees among the people in regard to their 
imán, for some of them may very well be superior to others in the degree 
of the knowledge of Сой, and show more of fagdiq than others. 


apestes. Those acts, which reason declares to be necessary. and those. which reason says 
need not be done, are not part of faith.’ This, however, would completely obscure the point 
which Abû Thawbén wanted to make, This will be clear immediately if one compares 
Ash'aris description with what other writers, like Shahrastànl, and Baghdldl, report on Abû 
‘Thawbén's position. Particularly illuminating is what Маана writes about it: ‘He asserts 
that (тя is "knowledge" and ‘verbal confession’, and also that (mám is doing what Reason 
considers obligatory. Thus he bases the obligatory nature of (тан on Reason and thinks that 
Reason can decide before the Divine Law decides upon it. (Khifaf, Il, p. 350) 

16) Magdlat, pp. 135-136 

17) Bayhdádi in his Upal al-Din gives an extremely brief formulation of the position taken 
by the Najjáriyyah on this problem. He writes (p. 249) consists of three things, 
knowledge (ma'rifak), verbal confession (бата), and submissiveness (Аий). 

18) Magalat, pp. 136137 
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C VIL) Ghaylin and his followers (Ghaylániyyah)'* 
(1) [mán consists of four things: the ‘secondary knowledge’ of God, love 
of God, submissiveness to Him, and the verbal confession of belief both in 
what the Apostle has brought and what has come from God. 
(2) The ‘primary’ knowledge is a ‘natural compulsion’ 
being a direct act of God), and therefore is outside of í) 
(According to Zurgàn, one of the followers of the famous Mu'tazilite 
Марат, Ghaylin formulated his position here described as (1) and 
(2) in the following way. [man linguistically means tasdiq ‘assent’. 
And ‘assent’ is nothing but ‘verbal confession’. Therefore, {mûn is 
nothing other than ‘confession by the tongue’, whereas ‘knowledge’ 
ma'rifah of God, being а direct act of God, cannot be part of imán.)'* 
(3) One single element of imdn, when isolated from others, cannot be 
called ímán, nor even ‘part of imdn’. The Ghaylàniyyah on this point are 
completely at one with the Shimriyyah. 
(4) The knowledge (ilm) that the things are created in time and absolutely 
under the Divne control is ‘inborn’ (dartiri), while the knowledge (т) 
that He who has created them in time and exercises an absolute control 
upon them is (one) and not two, let alone more than two, is something 
Likewise the knowledge about the Prophet and about 
what has come from God must be regarded as ‘acquired’. And this latter 
type of knowledge constitutes ims, when what has come from God is 
scripturally grounded according to the Consensus of the Muslims. Nothing 
pertaining to the secondary level of pure philosophical theology (din) is 
to be regarded as mûn. 
(5) Ímán is indivisible and, therefore, capable neither of increase nor of 
decrease, 


СУШ} Ibn Shabib and his followers?" 
(1) Ímán is the verbal confession (igrár) of God and the knowledge 
(ma'rifah) that He is One and nothing is like unto Him. 
(2) Ímán is also the verbal confession and knowledge of the Prophets 
and the Apostles, and of all that they have brought down from God, and 


19) Gheylin's distinction between the ‘primary’ and the ‘secondary’ knowledge is extremely 
interesting. It will be discussed in the next chapter 

20) Magdlat, р. 137 

її) For this usage of the word din see Май! р. 137, Il. 10-11 (see below, СУШ, 2). И 
seems to mean in this context roughly a rational and free personal discussion of philosophical 
problems as contrasted to knowledge based directly on Revelation and the Prophet's teaching. 
22) Maqalat, pp. 137-138. Muhammad b. Shablb was a representative Murji'ite thinker of 
а Qadarite type. 
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which has been accepted by the Muslims and handed down to us from the 
Apostle of God (Mubammad), such as ritual worship, fasting etc., about 
which there is no disagreement and dispute among the Muslims. 

As regards matters pertaining properly to philosophical theology, such 
as the divergene of opinions on the (nature of) ‘things’, for example, he who 
opposes the truth is not a Kafir, for it is merely a matter of personal convic- 
tion and secondary rational thinking and such a man does not in any way 
oppose the Apostle of God regarding what he has brought from God nor the 
Muslims regarding what they have received from their Prophet and definitely 
accepted. 

(3) Imén is also submissiveness to God and abandoning haughtiness. Iblis 
knew God and confessed his belief in Him, and yet he became a Kafir 
simply because of his haughtiness toward Him. 

(4) [mán is divisible, and there can be various degrees among the people 
in regard to imdn. Only when a man keeps all the elements of imám is 
he a Believer. For, although a single element may very well be an act of 
‘obedience’ (d'ah' and ‘part’ ba'd of imn, the man who keeps it intact can 
be а Кабг by abandoning some (other) ‘part’ of imdn. For example, even 
if a man knows that God is One and that there is nothing like Him, and 
acknowledges openly what he knows to be true, his denial of the Prophets 
makes him a Kafir by this every rejection of the Prophets. In so far as he 
knows God he has an element of imán, for that is what God has commanded 
him to do, and yet he is a Kafir by abandoning another important element 
of imdn ; he has obeyed God's command only partially. 


CIX J Aba Hanifah and his followers" 
(1) Îmûn is knowledge of God and the verbal confession (of belief in) 
God, and knowledge of the Apostle and the verbal confession of all that 
has come from God (through him), (accepting it) as a whole, without any 
interpretation (tafsir).. 


(The expression ‘as a whole, without any interpretation’ has a very 
special meaning in the case of Abû Hanifah, as the famous anecdote 
concerning a conversation between him and ‘Umar b. Abi "Uthmán 
al-Shimmazi indicates. The anecdote suggests that ‘interpretation’ in 
this context means ‘particularization’. 

When God has forbidden the Muslims to eat pork, for example, the 
words must be taken ‘as a whole’, i.e. on the abstract level of think- 


28) dim; see above, note 21 
21) Magalat, pp. 138-138 
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ing which is concerned only with Universals, not with Particulars. 
The prohibition, in other words, does not ‘mean’ this or that particular 
pig. 
In the same way, when we are told that God has imposed upon us 
as a religious duty the pilgrimage to the Ka'ba, we have to accept 
it only on this abstract level. We do not have to know whether by 
Ka'ba is meant this particular Ka'ba іп Mekka or some other one. 
We shall come back to this intellectualist tendency of Aba Hanifah 
in section П of the present chapter.) 
(2) Îmûn is indivisible." 
(3) [mán neither increases nor decreases. And there can be no difference 
of degrees among the people in regard to ímán. 
(The article (3) is the direct theoretical consequence of the typically 
Murji'ite thesis that "good works do not constitute an essential ele- 
ment of ímán. Ash'arls formulation does not make this point explicit. 
Ibn Hazm in his formulation of Aba Hanifah's position puts a 
special emphasis on this very point: imdn is knowing with the heart 
and confessing by the tongue. So he who knows the religion with 
his heart and verbally acknowledges it is a Muslim of perfect imán 
and perfect islám. Good works are not to be called imán, for they 
are but practical rules of conduct derived from imdn.’ (Figal, IV, p. 
188 ; see also П, p. 111) 
(4) Nothing pertaining to pure philosophical theology is to be regarded 
as тп" 
СХ) Татапі (Aba Mu‘adh) and his followers (Tiimaniyyah)” 
(1) mûn is that which protects (man) from (falling into) kufr. 
(2) It is a name for a number of constituent elements. If a man neglects 
them, or even one of them, he is а Káfr. Thus the whole of those ele- 
ments, the neglect of which, or the neglect of even one of which, makes a 
man a Кабг, is imdn. No single element is to be regarded as imn, not 
even as a ‘part’ of ímán. 
(3) He who does an act of disobedience which happens to be a religious 
duty must be described in a verbal (not nominal) form, namely that ‘he 


25) As an illustration of Abû Hanlfah's unshaken conviction of the indivsibility of (тан, 
Wensinck (op. cit. p. 140) gives a very interesting story. In Abû Hanifah’s view, man is а 
whole entity and there can be no ‘parts’ discernible in it. This naturally leads to the thesis 
that no Muslim can turn into а Kéfir on account of grave sins he has committed, a thesis 
which is diametrically opposed to the Kharijite position. 

26) See above, Ghayln (3). Ash'ar notes that this is Abû Hanlfab's personal view, sug: 
resting that it is not a thesis generally shared by his followers. 

27) Мааш, pp. 139-140 


The Essential Structure of the Concept of Belief э 


commits a sin’ fasaga. He should not be described (in the nominal form 
which suggests stability and a constant nature) as a Fasiq, ie. ‘a sinner’. 
Generally speaking, grave sins do not drive the man out of the domain of 
imán, unless the act done be an act of kufr. 

(4) If a man neglects religious duties like worship, fasting and pilgrimage 
with a clear consciousness of denial, opposition and disdain, he is a Kafir 
because of this consciousness. If, on the contrary, he neglects them with 
no such intention, but merely because he happens to he too busy at the 
moment either with business or pleasure, then he is not а Кабг as long as 
he has the intention of fulfilling the duty some day or sometime latter. 
In such а case he only ‘commits a sin.” 


СХІЈ Bishr al-Marist and his follower (Marisiyyah)'* 
(1) [mán is ‘assent’ fagdiq and nothing else, for, linguistically, imn does 
mean tasdiq. So anything other than tasdiq cannot be imdn. But tasdiq 
here (should not be taken exclusively in the sense of ‘assent by the heart"): 
it is ‘assent’ by both the heart and the tongue. 


СХП) Ibn Каат and his followers (Karrdmiyyah)" 
(1) Ímán is а verbal confession, that is, an acknowledgment by the tongue 
alone, not by heart. ‘Knowledge’ (ma'rifah) by the heart, or for that 
matter anything other than ‘assent by the tongue’, must be excluded from 
imán. 
(2) Kufr is a denial of God by the tongue. 
(3) Therefore, the Munafiqs (Hypocrites) of the period of the Apostle of 
God (who are described in the Koran as people who say by the tongue 
"We believe’, and yet do not believe by the heart) were Believers in the 
real sense of the word. 


(Ash'ari in this chapter does not assign a separate section to 
Ghassin of Küfah and his followers. Only at the end of the section 
dealing with Abü Hanifah, he gives one of the main tenets of Ghas- 
sán as something common to him and to some of the followers of 
Abû Hanifah. But certainly Ghassán is a big figure in the Murji'ite. 
movement, important enough to be given an independent section. 
So I give here as ХШ his main tenets concerning the concept of тйл. 
according to Baghdádi.)'* 

28) Maqalat, р. 140 i 

29) Magalat, p. 141 

30) Fere, р. 191 
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СХШ) Ghassan and his followers (Ghassdniyyah) 

(1) тап is the confession of God, love (mahabbah) for God, reverence 
(ta’zim) toward Him and abandoning haughtiness (istikbdr) before Him. 
(2) Îmûn can increase, but cannot decrease. 

(3) Each single element of imán is a ‘part’ of imán. 


Having finished a broad survey of the main subdivisions of the Murji’ites 
in regard to their views on the essential nature of mûn, let us now set 
ош to analyze their thought more systematically in order to see how imán 
establishes itself as a conceptual entity in the minds of the Murjr'ite thinkers, 
а conceptual entity endowed with a definite structure. This aspect of the 
Murji'ite thought is very important historically because, as we shall see in 
the following chapters, almost all the major theological directions connected 
with the concept of imán will subsequently be determined by the problems 
raised by the Murjí'ites 


Ш The essential structure of imdn 


In approaching this problem, we shall do well to recall at the outset 
what was said before regarding the main points of reference in the under- 
standing of the concept of imdn in general. 

“Verbal confession’ and ‘external 


"m subjece Work’ are made here two addi- 


Ое | tional reference points to the 
inner belief main structure consisting of ‘sub- 

ject’, ‘object’, and ‘inner belief’, 

„ы oldest in order to make the diagram 
particularly suitable to the 


Murji'ite thesis. But the tripar- 
tite main body will suit for a 
conceptual analysis of anything 
corresponding to the Arabic ímám. In other words, the concept of "belief" 
or ‘faith’ is always capable of being approached profitably from the three 
points of view here suggested. First, the 'subject of belief, ie. he who 
believes, or Believer. We may note that it was historically the Khárjiti 

who put particular stress on the ‘subject’ of belief in this sense. At any 


external work 
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rate their primary concern was the question : "Who is the Believer (mu'min)? 
This problem, as we have seen in the first chapter, w 
them negatively. That is to say, they began by asking “ 
and by way of elimination, ie. by eliminating from the Muslim community 
all the Кабг they tried to establish the identity of the believers. And 
this because they were primarily interested in the problem of the ideal 
formation of the Muslim community (umma). 

The second pole of the conceptual structure of imén is the ‘object’ of 
Belief. The Koran and the Hadith put very strong emphasis on this aspect 
of the phenomenon. The problem here is: “What are the objects in which 
to believe? The standard answer to this question is: ‘God, His angels, 
His book, meeting with Him, the final resurrection”, which is found in the 
above-mentioned Hadith of Gabriel. In this famous Hadith, we must note, 
imán is defined in terms of its objects. Of course, the answer may take 
many other forms. Indeed, the Koran pays attention to all the remaining 
four aspects distinguished above as well. In this respect we would probably 
be closer to the real picture when we say that both the Khárijites and the 
Murji'ites did not pay much attention to the second point of reference, being 
occupied as they were with some important problems arising from the rest." 

However this may be, the third reference point, Le. the act of believing 
itself, was very much developed and elaborated theoretically by the Murji'ites. 
The central problem in their theological thinking was: ‘How is imdn struc- 
tured? “What is the real nature of imdn? The fourth and fifth reference 
points, i.e. "verbal confession’ and ‘work’, were, so to speak, the natural ош- 
growth of the discussion among them of the most basic problem ‘What is тйл? 

It is worthy of note that all the post-Murji'ite discussions on the essence 
of imm almost invariably follow the pattern originally devised by the 
Миг) In fact, the classical form in which Muslim theologians discuss 
the nature of mûn is based on the recognition of three major factors in 
the concept of imn. These are: 

(1) tasdiq (bi-al-galb), assent or avowal by the heart 

(2) igrár (bi-aHlisán), verbal acknowledgment or confession by word in 
mouth. 

(3) ита! (al-{dat), acts of obedience ог (good) works. 

‘The first one, fasdiq. concerns the inner structure of the act of believing 
itself, and corresponds to the third reference point in the above-given diagram. 


31) The Khárijites with the frst reference point, and the Murji ites primarily with the third 
and secondarily with the fourth and the fifth. However, it is not true either to say that the 
Murj'ites did not elaborate at all the problem of the ‘object’ of бта. We shall come to this 
point presently . 
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This, in other words, represents the Murjiite interpretation of the mental 
act of imdn, То be more exact, however, we should say that, instead of 
understanding imdn in terms of fagdiq as almost all the later theologians 
do, the Murji'ites themselves preferred rather to understand it in terms of 
"knowledge" ma'rifah. 

The second factor, iqrár, is an explicit verbal acknowledgment of the 
fact that one has in his mind fasdiq or ma'rifah. It is a verbal expression 
of inner imán, while the third, ‘amal (pl. a'mál) is an outward, bodily 
expression of the same inner ímán. 

It is remarkable that the Murji'ites raised the problems of (1) and (2) 
positively, that is, by stressing the importance of these two factors, while 
they raised the problem of (3) negatively, ie. by denying the essential 
importance of it in the concept of imdn. The Murjiites, except the extrem. 
ists among them with whom we shall deal in the following chapters, did 
not deny absolutely the value of uml. But, at least, they did not consider 
it one of the ‘pillars’ (arkán, sg. rukn) of imédn: they rather regarded it 
as of secondary importance. Hence the name of irjd’, as we saw above, 
meaning literally the ‘postponement’ of umal. In modern terminology we 
might say that the Murjíite position is, ethically, a motivation theory 
They put emphasis on the motive—niyyah in Arabic, which plays an 
exceedingly important role in the Hadith—rather than on the action itself 
In any case this negative attitude of the Murji'ites toward 'amal evoked 
strong protests in the Muslim community; hot disputes ensued, and thus 
amal soon ended by becoming a key-concept of Islamic theology. 

Before we go on to examine the important theoretical problems connected 
with each one of the three major factors of imdn, let us go back to the 
main tenets of the Murji'ites which we have given in the first section and 
consider their thought more analytically 


The first point to note is the preponderance given to ‘knowledge’ 
ma'rifah in the definition of ímán. Salihi’s concise dictum :* */mdn is the 
knowledge of God only’ is representative of this attitude, but the equation 
(imén= ma'rifah) itself is common to almost all the Murji'ites and is, 
indeed, most typical of their thought concerning mûn. Ibn Karram’ is 
the most conspicuous exception. 

This explicit emphasis on ‘knowledge’ as the very essence of imdn was 
but a direct manifestation of a basic tendency of the Murjíites, another 
manifestation of which, as we have just observed, was the motivation theory 
32) See above CID, (1) 

33) See above CXID, (1) 
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in ethics. In other words, the Murji'ites were not content with regarding 
imûn as something external, but wanted to emphasize that it is something 
lying deep in the human heart, a spiritual event occurring in the very depth 
of the mind. 

There was a man in the Murji'ite school who pushed this tendency 
still further, that is, who wanted to make ‘knowledge’ of God something 
even deeper. That man was Ghaylàn?* The true ‘knowledge’ of God, 
he asserted, is something innate, inborn in the human mind. It is a direct 
working of God, and man is not capable of doing anything about it. It 
is something ‘necessary’ darüri, a natural ‘compulsion’ idfirár. This kind 
of deep, inborn ‘knowledge’ of God Ghaylàn calls ‘primary knowledge’ 
al-ma'rifah al-ila, and he denies the name of imdn to it. What we call 
imdn is nothing but the ‘secondary knowledge’, ie. a knowledge of God 
that is ‘acquired’ by man. 

According to Baghdad, this attitude led him to an extraordinary con- 
clusion shared only by Ibn Karrém and usually identified as the typically 
Karrámite position, namely that imdn is merely а matter of ‘verbal confes- 
sion’. Ash'ari, however, is probably nearer to the truth when he says that 
for Ghaylin imán consists of the ‘secondary knowledge’ coupled with ‘verbal 
confession’, for, otherwise, there would have been no point in Ghaylàn's 
calling the deeper kind of knowledge ‘primary’. 

Even though other Murji'ites did not go to such an extreme thesis as 
Ghaylàn, still they, in general, had a very marked tendency to regard 
imén as something deep, something that touches the very core of the human 
heart. This is shown by their predilection for words standing for emotional 
existential, we might say—attitudes in their definition of італ, like ‘love’ 
of God and ‘submissiveness’ to Him. It is remarkable in this respect that 
Salibi?* who begins by saying that ‘imdn is absolutely nothing other than 
“knowledge” ma'rifah’, goes on to say that "by “knowledge” is meant 
love of God and submissiveness to Him’. Others simply put ‘love’, ‘submis 
siveness’ and ‘abandoning haughtiness’ side by side with ‘knowledge’ in their 
definition of imdn, eg. Yûnus, Abû Shimr, Ibn Shabib, Ghassin. The most 
notable exception is Jahm,” who deliberately and explicity excludes all 
emotional attitudes together with external works from imdn. 


The second feature of the Murji'ite theories of imn that must be pointed 
34) See above СУП, (1), (2), (4) 

35) Baghdádi, Fare. p. 194 

36) See above СШ). (D, (2) 

37) See above (D, (2) 
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out is the importance given to “verbal acknowledgment’ or ‘confession by 
word of mouth’ igrár bi-al-lisán, which is the second major factor of imán 
as distinguished above, Many of the Murjrites combine ‘knowledge’ and 
‘confession’ in their definition of imdn, This is exemplified by Aba Shimr,* 
who not only defined imdn as ‘knowledge’ and ‘confession’ together, but, 
according to Baghdádi," asserted that ‘knowledge’ cannot be imdn unless it 
is accompanied by ‘confession’. 

Equally interesting is Bishr al-Marisi’s position that imdn is nothing but 
‘assent’ fagdig, but tasdiq should not be taken solely in the sense of ‘assent 
by the heart’; it includes also ‘assent by the tongue’ 

However, by far the most important of all in this respect is the position 
taken by Ibn Karrám, to which reference has been made above in connection 
with Ghaylàn. In emphasizing the importance of ‘verbal confession’, he 
went to the extreme. He declared openly that бийл is ‘verbal confession’ 
alone, nothing else, and that ‘knowledge’ by the heart has nothing at all to 
do with тйл." 

This naturally aroused widespread indignation in the Muslim community, 
and Ibn Karrám and his followers became a target of all manner of abuse 
and vehement attack. The Karrámite thesis was felt to be scandalous and 
even blasphemous because, besides being in itself expressive of an attitude 
which slighted fmûn, it would lead to the most surprising conclusion that all 
the Hypocrites are real Believers, а conclussion to which Ibn Karram himself 
was actually led. The popular sentiment against the Karrámites found its 
expression in the form of a Hadith: The Prophet once said, ‘Cursed are the 
Murji'ites by the mouth of seventy prophets" Someone asked him, "Who 
are the Murjiites O Apostle of God? To this the Prophet replied, "They 
are those who assert that imdn is nothing but speech (kalám)'. 

It is worthy of note that in this Hadith, the Murjrites are simply 
identified with the Karrémites. In other words, the Karrámite thesis is here 
taken as the extreme form of Murji'ism. As we shall see later, the enemies 
of the Murji'ites often had recourse to this identification in attacking them. 
‘They attacked the Murjfites by attacking the Karramites, tacitly taking it 
for granted that the latter were representative of the former. This evidently 
made the attack extremely easy, but of course by doing this the critics were 
not doing justice to the schools of the Murji'ism other than the Karrámites. 


шэ XID, Ch 
7) quoted by Baghdšdi, Fara, p. 190 
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In the third place, we must observe that some of the Murji‘ites paid 
attention to the second reference point of mûn as distinguished above, that 
is, the ‘object’ of belief, although their attention was, as I have pointed out 
before, mostly drawn toward the problem of the act of belief itself. Most 
Murji'ites define imdn as ‘knowledge’. But ‘knowledge’ of what? That is 
the question. 

God forms incontestably the first object of ‘knowledge’. ‘Then comes 
in the second place the Apostle (or Apostles). About this second objec 
however, we witness a considerable divergence of opinion among the Murji 
ites. Some of them simply put the Apostle side by side with God as objects 
of "knowledge." Others show some hesitation and admit the Apostle as the 
second object of ‘knowledge’ with some reservation.“ It is worth noting 
in this connection that Yûnus, according to Baghdádi," includes knowledge 
of the Apostles in the definition of imdn under a certain condition. Namely, 
when the Apostles have been sent and their evidence established, then 
acknowledging them and knowing what they have brought constitute part 
of imán. But even then, he adds, what is required is a general knowledge 
of what has come from them ; a concrete knowledge of the details does not 
constitute imán, пог even a part of ímán. Almost the same thing is 
ascribed by Ash'‘ari“ to ‘the followers of Abû Shimr and Yünus But in 
Ash'ari's description the position taken by Aba Shimr (or Yûnus, or both) 
is more radical and thorough-going. For it is asserted that when the 
Prophets’ evidence has been established, imdn consists in acknowledging them 
by the heart and by the tongue, and the knowledge that has come down 
from God without a prophetic intermediary no longer constitutes part of 
imán. 

Some Murji'ites went beyond God and the Apostle in assigning to the 
‘knowledge’ in question its proper objects. Ibn Shabib," for instance, 
emphasized Consensus or ijmd'. For him, the first object of ‘knowledge’ 
is God, the second His Apostles, and the third object is constituted by all 
that has been revealed by God and then unanimously accepted by the com- 
munity, like worship, zakdt, fasting and pilgrimage. 

In place of Consensus, Abû Thawbàn emphasizes the authority of 
Reason." After God and the Apostle, he recognizes as the third necessary 
43) for example Jahm C1) 

44) The most conspicuous example of this is Salibi CIID, (3) 

45) Fare, p. 191 

46) See above CIV), (2), and note 9. Baghdadt ascribes this thesis only to Yûnus. He does 
not mention anything of the sort in regard to Abû Shim 

47) See above СУШ, (2) 

48) See above (V), (1) 
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object of ‘knowledge’ everything the doing of which is deemed obligatory 
by Reason. Consequently, everything the doing of which is not rationally 
obligatory does not form part of imdn. 

We find these two authorities, Consensus (m) and Reason (aql), 
combined by Abû Shimr. According to Baghdádi,"" he counted as the objects 
of ‘knowledge’, (1) God, (2) whatever has come down from God and upon 
which the Muslim community is unanimously agreed like worship, гай, 
fasting, pilgrimage, the prohibition against the meat of animals not slaughter- 
ed in accordance with the Law, etc. and (3) that which can be known by 
Reason, meaning thereby specifically, (a) the ‘justice’ ‘adi of God as under- 
stood in the Qadarite sense, and (b) the ‘unity’ tawhid of God as understood 
in the Mu'tazilite sense, ie. negation of God's eternal attributes, and (c) 
the nonexistence of any ‘similarlity’ fashbih whatsoever between God and 
the creatures. 


In the fourth place, I would like to point out, as one of the character- 
istic features of the Murji'ite theory of imm, the concept of divisibility 
(taba“ud). The question is whether imdn is an indivisible unity or a 
compound of several ‘elements’ (khisdl, sg. khaslah). This was a typically 
Murji'ite problem, and it not only occupied an important place in the Murji- 
ite thinking, but it promotetd remarkably the development of an analytical 
way of thinking among the people. The people began to talk about the 
"branches! (shu'ab, sg. shu'bah) of imán, and to ask themselves, ‘Of how 
many branches does imdn consist? To this question a Hadith gives the 
following answer. ‘/mdn is composed of sixty odd branches, the moral 
scruple (hayd’) being one of them’.** 

By analogy, the Hadith discusses the concept of ‘hypocrisy’ mifáq in 
terms of its constituent elements (khisdl). For instance, '(Nifág consists of 
four elements.) Whoever possesses these four in himself is a downright 
Hypocrite. He who possesses one of these elements has in himself an ele 
ment (khaslah) of hypocrisy until he abandons it. (The four elements are 
as follows :) (1) When a man, being entrusted with something, betrays it; 
(2) when he speaks, he lies; (3) having made a compact with someone, 
deceives ; (4) when engaged in a dispute, has recourse to dishonest ways." 


1) Farg, p. 193, Alo see above CIV) (6). Азан here writes merely: ‘Iman ix 
knowledge of God...and of whatever has come down from God, together with knowledge of 
Divine justice’. The important implication of these words is made much more explicit by 
Baghdad. 

501 Bukhari, Iman, No. 8 

51) ibid, No. 33. Note the characteristically Murji'ite mode of thinki 
пама of them. has in himself a portion of mifaq. 


he who has а 
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However this may be, it is clear that the divisibility and indivisibility 
of imûn was a very serious question for the Murji'ites. Most of them took 
the position that fmn consists of several parts, and is therefore divisible. 
Ibn Shabib, Yûnus, Tamant, and Ghassin were representative of this position. 

For those who thus admitted the compound nature of imdn, the next 
important question was whether every single element was to be considered 
а part (ba'd) of imám or not. Ghassán said, ‘Yes, every single element 
(khaslah) is а part of imûn. Ibn Shabib went a step further and asserted, 
ince every element is a part of imdn, whoever abandons one is a Кабг 
because he thereby abandons part of imdn.’ To this he added, "no single 
part of imn, however, makes а man a Believer ; only when he adheres to 
all the elements together is he а Believer’ 

Some of the Murji'ites refused to regard a single isolated element as a 
rt of imén, not to speak of regarding it as imm itself. Yûnus and 
ümani represent this thesis. 

Against all those people who asserted the divisibility of fmn into 
constituent parts, there were some who categorically denied this and took 
up the position that ímán was a single unit (khaslah wdhidah), and 
essentially indivisible just as kufr was a single unit and indivisible. Salibi 
was a typical representative of this position. So too was Jahm. 


Closely connected with the problem of the divisibility of imdn was that 
of "increase and decrease’ of mûn. This is also a typically Murji'ite ap- 
proach. It is but natural that Sélibi, who, as we have just seen, denies the 
divisibility of imdn, denies also the possibility of its increasing and decreas- 
ing. And since there is no increase and decrease, there can be no different 
degrees among men as regards their imdn. People, in other words, cannot 
excel one another in imn. Such was also the position taken by Abû 
Shimr, Jahm, Ghaylán, and Aba Hanifa 

As to those who admitted the divisibility of imdn into parts, some 
admitted only the possibility of increase, but not of decrease (Najjar, Ghassan). 
It is remarkable that, the Murji'ites, generally speaking, were definitely in- 
clined toward the denial of the increase and decrease of imdn. And the 
proposition : "imm neither increases nor decreases’ is usually mentioned as 
one of the characteristic features of the Murji'ite conception of ímán. The 
question seems to have aroused much discussion in the Muslim community. 
It attracted the keenest attention of thoes who were engaged in collecting 
and studying Hadiths. Bukhari, for instance, makes this problem the very 
first section of his ‘Book of ёти". There he takes up a definite position 
against the Murji'ite tendency and declares that “тйл does increase and 
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It is important to observe that the Murjr'ite attitude toward the problem 
of the increase and decrease of imm was not only connected with the 
concept of indivisibility of imn, as we have seen in the foregoing, but even 
more immediately with the question of the low evaluation of ‘work’ in 
the structure of imdn. This last point may be isolated as the fifth charac- 
teristic feature of фе Murji'ite conception of imê 

lt has been often pointed out that the very name of Милјѓаћ owes 
its origin to the fact the thinkers of this school ‘put external work behind 
inner belief. We would be doing gross injustice to the Murji'ites, however. 
if we thought that they simply dismissed ‘work’ “amal as of no value at all 
for imán. We have remarked above in discussing the proper ‘object’ of 
imán in the Murji'ite conception, that some of the leading thinkers, like 
Ibn Shabib, Aba Thawban and Aba Shimr, did attach great importance 
to the acts of obedience including the so-called five Pillars of Islam. How: 
ever, the point is that, even in the thought of those Murji'ites who admit 
the ‘work’, the knowledge (ma’rifah) by the heart of the acts of obedience 
is all that is primarily required. — /mán is basically a matter of knowledge, 
not of practice. Whether a Muslim really does good works or not is of 
secondary significance. Here the intellectualist inclination of the Murjiites 
is revealed in a most interesting way. They are interested in discussing 
the nature of ímán solely as a matter of conceptual analysis. And on this 
level of analysis the ‘knowledge’ of the obligatory works may be included 
in the concept of imán, but not ‘doing’ itself, for the latter belongs to an 
entirely different level, that of practice. Their dictum that the (concept of) 
imán does not comprehend a'mál ‘works’ must be understood in this way. 
But for those who are opposed to them, the Murji'ite concept of the Believer 
who has the knowledge of God, the Apostle, and all works that are obligatory 
either by Reason or by Consensus, and yet does not carry these works into 
practice, is simply absurd and inadmissible. In this sense the critics of the 
Murji'ites are justified in blaming the latter for relegating ‘work’ to the 
place of non-essentials. 


‘The most important theoretical consequence of the thesis that the 
concept of imdn does not comprise ‘work’ is that imdn remains essentially 
unaffected by sins, even by grave sins. In terms of the ‘subject’ of imdan, 
this is the same as saying that a Believer does not turn into a Кабг on 
account of sin. He who has committed a grave sin is а Believer-Sinner, or 
simply Fásiq. This position brings into the semantic field of ummah or the 
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Muslim community a remarkable change іп the distribution of concepts. 


Kharijites 


Mu'tazilites 


М Mu’min (Believer) K Kafr (Infidel) F Ран (Sinner) 


As this diagram shows, the Koranic conception is based on simple 
dichotomy. The Khárijites made Е part of K, thus making the region of 
M, ie. the Muslim community, as narrow as possible. The Murji'ites. on 
the contrary, considered F part of M, while the Mu'tazilites, as we saw 
earlier, made F an independent section standing between M and F. 


We have now finished a general survey of the Murjiite standpoint 
regarding the concept of imdn. As has been indicated above, the Murji'ites 
raised several fundamental problems and left them for those who followed 
them. These problems may be classified under three heads: (1) those that 
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concern the identification imán=—tasdiq= ma'rifah, (2) those that concern 
the place of igrár ‘verbal acknowledgment’ or ‘confession’ in the conceptual 
structure of imdn, and (3) those that concern “amal ‘work’. In what follows 
we shall devote a separate chapter to each one of these three major problems. 


CHAPTER VI 


BELIEF AND KNOWLEDGE 


1 The predominance given to ‘knowledge’ in the definition of imán 


The most conspicuous feature shared by the leading Murji'ite thinkers 
is, as we have seen in the preceding chapter, the predominance given to 
‘knowledge’ ma‘rifah in their definition of ímám. It is easy to push this 
position to a perilous extreme, as many of the later critics of Murji'ism 
actually did. In that extreme form, the Murji'ite thesis would be nothing 
other than extolling ‘knowledge’ as the sole determining factor of imán 
and assigning no value at all to ‘verbal confession’ and external ‘work’. 
Malati, for example, describes the typical Murji'ite position in the following 
way à 
Some of the Murji'ites assert: Ímán is exclusively ‘knowledge’ by 
the heart. It includes neither an activity of the tongue nor any 
bodily action. So that he who knows by his heart that He is unique 
there being no other thing like Him, is а (true) Believer whether 
he prays toward the East or the West, and even if he wears a girdle" 
round his waist. They declare that imposing upon such a man an 
open confession by the tongue would simply mean imposing upon 
him a bodily action. Some of them went even to the length of 
asserting that the ritual worship (4120) is a sign of the weakness 
of imdn, and that he who participate in worship weakens thereby 
his йт. 

After saying these words which depict the Murji'ites in a very dis 
favorable light, Malati starts to criticize them relentlessly. And, needless to 
say, it is an extremely easy task for him. To those who have an objective 
knowledge of the real Murji'ite theory of imn, however, Malati's criticism 
would give the impression of a man fighting against a phantom which he 
himself has conjured up. Still, it is of some interest to us, because it gives 
us an idea of the way the orthodox community of the later ages pictured 


ї› op. ей. pp. 12-148 
2) атна а girdle worn by the Chri 


. Jews, and Magians, us a sign of a dhimmt 
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the ‘hideous heresy’ shand'ah of the Murji'tes. We shall meet with the 
same kind of attitude on the part of the Orthodox toward Murji'ism when 
we examine in the next chapter the Karramite position which was taken 
as the representative thesis of the Murji'ites. Be this as it may, here is 
Malati’s comment on the Murji'ite thesis as he has presented it: 
(1) How is it permissible at all that a Believer pray toward the 
East and the West indifferently? God Himself says (II, 144) "We see 
thee (Muhammad) turning thy face to this or that point in the 
heavens. Now We shall give thee a definite direction in prayer 
which will satisfy thee. Turn thy face toward the place of Worship 
in Mecca. And ye (Believers) turn your faces toward it whereso- 
ever ye may be’. And the Prophet once wrote to the people of 
Yemen: ‘Whoever does the same ritual worship as ours and turns 
his face toward the same direction as ours...., verily he is a Muslim 
with all the duties and rights that belong to a Muslim’. 
(2) How is it imaginable that a Believer should wear а dhimmi 
girdle on his waist when we have the Prophet's own words against 
it: ће who resembles (even in outward attire) (non-Muslim) people 
is one of them? 
(3) How can ‘knowledge’ with the heart suffice without ‘verbal 
confession’? God Himself says (IV, 59) ‘O ye Believers, obey God. 
and obey the Apostle and those of you who possess authority. T! 
kind of ‘obedience’ can never occur except by ‘saying’ and ‘doing’. 

To equate Belief and Knowledge completely and to assert that imn 
is nothing but ma'rifah would be no doubt а pure intellectualist-rationalist 
attitude’. But we know already from what we have seen in the foregoing 
chapter that it is wrong to picture the leading Murjiite thinkers as pure 
rationalists of this type. We have seen how they recognize the importance 
of ‘verbal confession’, and put it on a par with ‘knowledge’ in their defini- 
tion of imn. The only conspicuous exceptions in this respect are Jahm 
and Ibn Karrám. The former, explicitly excludes ‘verbal confession’, while 
the latter definitely excludes everything other than ‘verbal confession’ from 
imán. 

Furthermore, things like ‘love of God’, ‘fear of God’, ‘abandoning human 
pride and haughtiness’, and 'submissiveness' are frequently mentioned by 
the Murji'ites as essential elements of fmûn besides ‘knowledge’ and 'con- 
3) unless we take the word ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah in the Sufi sense of a ‘personal and intui- 
tive knowlege’ of God. In the Murjrite context the ‘knowledge’ ordinarily means to know 
God as He describes Himself in the Koran. See the interesting remark made by Professor 
Henri Laoust on the meaning of ma'rifah as a technical term in Hanbalism, in his La profes 
sion de foi d'Ibm Вара, Damas, 1958, p. 3, note (1). 
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fession’. All these words standing for emotional states point to a deeply 
ious mind which, even when it is working on the intellectual level of 
king and theorizing, cannot afford to neglect the more subjective side 
of religious feeling and emotion that is involved in the act of ímán. 
And yet, with this reservation, we must admit also the existence of a 
predominantly intellectualist-rationalist tendency in the Murjiites, It is inter. 
esting to note in this connection that, according to Ash'ari', the Murji'ites 
as а whole were divided into two opposing camps in regard to the question 
of whether a true fmûn is possible or not without being based on reasoning 
(nazar). ‘One party asserts that any conviction of the Unicity of God that 
has been obtained without reasoning does not constitute imdn, while the 
other takes the position that the conviction of the Unicity of God which is 
mot based on reasoning is лён. As we shall see later in the present 
chapter. this question, once raised in this particular form, leads to the more 
crucial one of whether the common people, who by nature are incapable of 
the strictly logical way of thinking, can be real Believers or not. 
‘The intellectualism of the Murji'ites is represented by Abû Hanifah 
and his school, which develops later into Máturidism in Transoxiana. The 
famous anecdote, to which reference has been made earlier, discloses the 
intellectualist inclination of Abû Hanifah himself. The anecdote as related 
by Ash‘ari runs as follows * 
Accordind to Abû "Uthmán al-Adami, Abû Hanifah and ‘Umar b. 
АЫ "Uthmán al-Shimmazi met once in Mecca. ‘Umar asked him, 
"Tell me, what do you think of a man who asserts that God has 
forbidden the eating of pork, and yet he is not sure whether this 
prohibition of the eating of pork applies to this particular pig (which 
is concretely before his eyes at this moment)? He answered, ‘Such 
a man is a Believer’. 
Thereupon “Umar asked him, ‘Suppose this man asserts furthermore 
that God has made the pilgrimage to Mecca a religious duty, but 
that he is not sure whether what is meant is this (Ka'ba in Mecca 
or) some other Ka'ba in some other place” He answered, ‘Such a 
man is a Believer.’ 
Then (‘Umar) asked him, ‘What if the man asserts furthermore, "I 
know the fact that God has sent Muhammad as His Apostle. But who 
knows? It may well be that (the Apostle meant by God) happens 
to be this black African slave" He answered, ‘Such a man is a 
Believer’. 

D Magalat, p. 111 

5 ibid, pp. 138-199 
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The genuineness of this anecdote has been often doubted, rightly to my 
mind. At least there is something artificial about the whole event here 
narrated. We have to keep in mind, on the other hand, that the story 
was very wellknown and widely circulated among the Muslims. Even if 
it were a forgery entirely, ie. a story forged by those who did not like 
Abû Hanifah’s method and foisted it upon him, yet it would have been 
completely pointless to forge such an anecdote even to ridicule him, if there 
had not been something in Abü Hanifah himself that would have justified 
the criticism. In this sense, the anecdote, whether genuine or forged, must 
be interpreted as an illustration of one of the most salient features of Abû 
Hanifah's way of thinking. 

What, then, is the most salient feature revealed by this anecdote? 1 
would be inclined to think that it discloses Abû Hanifah's rationalist or 
intellectualist position. The point may be made clear by observing a b 
fact about two different ways of ‘knowing’ things. Generally speaking. 
knowledge of a thing may be obtained on two different levels of thinking 
(1) the level of Universals, which produces the essentialist type of knowledge, 
and (2) the level of Particulars, i.e. concrete individual things, which produces 
the existentialist type of knowledge. On the first level, the knowledge we 
obtain is ofan analytic nature. Instead of ‘knowing’ (directly) a person 
A, for example, we ‘know (something) about’ him. In other words, we 
know that A is such-and-such. But we do not know him, on this level, 
as а matter of personal, intimate and absolutely unique relationship with 
him. The knowledge on the first level gains in precision and articulation 
but loses in depth. 

The true depth of knowledge can be reached only on the second level 
of knowing things. On this level our knowledge of A is a personal know- 
ledge obtained from our close personal association with him. The highest 
ideal of this type of knowledge is that of a true lover knowing his beloved 
in the most intimate way. This is the reason why the Mystics like to use 
erotic terms, the so-called ‘language of love’ in describing their experience. 
For the Mystics are the people who aspire to know God and claim to know 
God on this level. 

In fact, the basic distinction comes out very clearly when God forms 
the object of these two types of knowledge. On the second level we ‘know 
the One God (Alk al-ahad)’. And this is possible only by personal union 
with the One God. On the first level, we ‘know the Unity of God (wal 
déniyyah Allah)’, that is, as the Murjiite Ibn Shabib says, we know that 
God is One (anna Allah wáhid). And the immediate, intuitive and pro 
foundly personal knowledge of the One God is of a completely different 
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nature from the knowledge that God is One. 

Usually the former, i.e. mystical, type of knowledge is called in Arabic 
ma'rifah, while the latter, i.e. analytic, type of knowledge is called ‘ilm. It 
is remarkable that the Murji'ites in general preferred to use the word ma'rif- 
ah in their definition of іти, giving it the meaning of ‘ilm as here ex 
plained. It is of course dangerous to push this sort of analysis too far. 
because ће Murjiites were not systematic philosophers. But we may safely 
say that their understanding of ‘knowledge’ was of an essentialist type, that 
kind of knowledge usually obtainable through the activity of Reason. 

That it was so is shown by the striking contrast offered by the case 
of Ghaylán. As we have seen in the preceding chapter‘, Ghaylán revolted, 
so to speak, against this general tendency among the Murji'ite thinkers 
toward equating imdn and ma‘rifah, the latter being understood in the 
sense of ‘ilm. This type of knowledge is surely solid and of universal 
validity, but it is after all formal and superficial. And this is particularly 
clear in matters pertaining to religion and God. Ghaylin wanted to make 
the ‘knowledge of God’ ma'rifah Allh something deeper. Thus he dis- 
tinguished between ‘primary knowledge’ and ‘secondary knowledge’ of God. 
The former is an intuitive and immediate understanding of God ; this kind 
of knowledge is ineffable, and is above imén understood in the sense of 
ma'rifah (="ilm). Imén can only be the ‘secondary knowledge’ which is 
а conceptual knowledge about God and is capable of being formulated ver 
bally. This interpretation makes the above-quoted remark of Zurqán under- 
standable. Ghaylin equated imdn and ‘verbal confession’ and asserted that 
imén was nothing but ‘verbal confession’. 

Now, to come back to our main topic, the essentialist type of knowledge 
is characterized by its being obtainable through the activity of Reason on 
the level of Universals. And it remains on that level ; theoretically it cannot 
come down to the level of Particulars. It cannot grasp concrete individual 
things in their individuality. In order to know a thing in its concrete 
individuality, one has to know it immediately, ie. by immediate personal 
contact. ‘Knowing A’, to use the formula introduced above, is the only 
possible way of obtaining knowledge of this kind. ‘Knowing that A is 
such-and-such’ gives only a knowledge on the level of Universals. 

The anecdote about Abû Hanifah reflects, I suppose, the teaching of 
this remarkable thinker on this particular point, that is, the theoretical dis 
tinction between the two basic types of knowledge. When we are told that 
God has forbidden us to eat pork, we understand the words and accept 
them as a matter of objective knowledge. And that is imdn. At this level 
6) Cf. Chap. V, 1, УП (1) and (2) 
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we know only that khinzir ‘pig’ is prohibited, Rhinzir being a Universal. 
We do not know yet whether the prohibition applies to this or that particu- 
lar, individual Rhinzir. 

All this may sound absurd or appear to be a piece of sheer sophistry, 
because the anecdote pushes the matter to the extreme. But the underlying 
intention is quite a serious one. Whether the story is an invention or nar- 
rates an event that really took place, it reflects in any case an important 
aspect of Abû Hanifah's teaching. We must remark that Abû Hanifah in 
this anecdote goes to the extreme in order to show as clearly and definitely 
as possible that, as long as he is a dialectcian, he cannot tolerate the con- 
fusion between the two levels of meaning. And by putting the matter in 
this paradoxical form the anecdote declares categorically that ‘knowledge’, 
according to Abi Hanifah, must remain on the level of Universals. It is, 
in short, а declaration of Aba Hanifah's thoroughgoing intellectualism. He 
was an able dialectician among many other things, and as a dialectician he 
took up definitely the attitude of rationalism. 


Be this as it may, it is a very significant fact that the Murji'ites attached 
xreat importance to ‘knowledge’. And it raised among the Muslim thinkers 
a number of interesting questions. The most important of them will be 
dealt with in what follows. 


H Reason and Revelation 


‘One would naturally expect to see the Mu'tazilites coming forth at this 
juncture as true representatives of the rationalist theory of mûn = ‘knowledge’, 
for the Mu'tazilities were unquestionably the most radical rationalists Islam 
ever produced. The expectation of this sort is soon defeated. We must 
keep in mind that the theory of бтп was not among the fundamentals of 
the Mu'tazilites They had other important problems with which to be 
occupied like the negation of the eternal Divine attributes and the affirmation 
of human freedom and responsibility and they did not develop any highly 
elaborated theories on the nature of ímán. 

When we examine what Ash'ari presents as the representative opinions 
of the Mu'tazilites on this problem’, we notice immediately that their concern 


7) Magalat, pp. 267-259 
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lay elsewhere. All these opinions have this in common that they invariably 
emphasize the importance of ‘work’ in ímám. So much so that we even 
get the impression that in their minds imdn was almost completely identified 
with work". This emphasis on ‘work’ in the Mu'tazilite understanding of 
imán is not hard to explain, because the concept of ‘work’ had a direct and 
central bearing on the problem of “promise and threat’ al-wa'd wa-al.wa‘id 
which was one of the five fundamentals of Mu'tazilism. 

And yet it is also clear that they had their own peculiar conception of 
imûn as essentially identified with ‘knowledge’. And here they proved to 
be perfect rationalists. The basic question was: With what does man know 
God? The answer they gave was quite simple: with Reason (ag. And 
"adl in their conception is something common to all men and equal in all 
men. The Kafirs and the Believers have exactly the same kind of Reason. 
As far as Reason is concerned there can be no difference even between a 
Prophet and an ordinary man. 

And by ‘knowledge by Reason’ they meant knowledge acquired by 
reasoning and deduction (istidldl), knowledge based on logical argument. 
It was, as Wensinck says, ‘rational insight in religion”. The rational nature 
of imán in the Mu'tazilite conception is made incontestably clear by the 
grave consequence they drew from it, namely the rejection of imdn based 
on the authority of others. The problem of imdn bi-al-taglid, or belief on 
authority and by hearsay, will form the special subject of the next section. 
Suffice it for the moment to observe that if the Mu'tazilites denied the valid: 
ity of the naive belief of the common folk who had nothing at all to do 
with dialectics and philosophical thinking, it was because this kind of belief 
was not based on logical argumentation. And this alone would shed light 
on the rationalist concept of imdn as ‘knowledge’ among the Mu'tazilites. 
Even Revelation was in their eyes a kind of ‘knowledge’ which, lacking 
naturally a rational basis, should be substantiated by the working of human 
reason. If the early Mu'tazilite thinkers did not develop this point into a 
coherent theory, they disclosed their convinction amply by the way they 
argued on almost every important question. 


A far more consistent rationalistic theory of imdn was elaborated by 
the Máturidites, the followers of Abû Hanifah in Transoxiana. Particularly 
ну Ла al-Hudhayl's definition, for example runs: ‘Iman is the whole of the acts of obe- 
dience, both essential and supererogatory’ (p. 266). That of “Abb4d b. Sulayman is: ‘iman 
is the whole of the essential duties that God has commanded man to fulfil and the superer- 
мангу duties that He hax encouraged man to fulfil’ (p. 278). That of Марат: ‘Iman ix 
avoidance of grave sins’ (p. 278) 

9) op. ей, р. 135 
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interesting is their view on the problem of the relation between Reason and 
Revelation in regard to the concept of fmn, the problem that arises when 
one defines ímán by ‘knowledge’, understanding the latter as an activity of 
Reason. The pivotal point of the Maturidite thesis lies in the question of 
what makes knowledge of God obligatory. Is it Reason? Or is it the 
Divine Law? 
Here the obligatory nature of the knowledge of God (ma‘rifah Allah) 
is taken for granted, ma'rifah being in this context synonymous with imn. 
The real question which is being considered is whether knowledge of 
God becomes incumbent upon man as soon as he acquires a mature capacity 
for reasoning; or whether it becomes incumbent upon him only after an 
Apostle has been sent to his community to inform it of all that is necessary 
for man to know. The Máturidites in general choose the first alternative, 
and the Ash'arites the second, and they are sharply opposed to each other 
in this respect.'* 
The Ash'arite position is described by the author of al.Raudah al. 
Bahiyyah in the following way :" 
As regards the obligatory nature of the knowledge of God, there is 
по dispute at all between the two schools. The only difference is 
that Ash'ari says: it is made obligatory by Revelation or the Divine 
Law (shar), whereas Máturidi says: by Reason Саф). Its obliga- 
toriness, according to Азап, is based solely on the evidence of 
Divine words. It is obligatory because Revelation has made clear that 
kufr and shirk are blamable, and that they will surely be punished 
with the Fire, while ‘those who know’ ‘drifiin (pl. of ‘arif derived 
from the same root as ma'rifah) will be rewarded with the Garden 
and Divine appreciation. 
The obligatory nature of the knowledge of God, Ash‘ari goes on to 
assert, has nothing to do with Reason. The view that Reason makes 
anything obligatory is based on the principle" that the good and the 
bad are determined by the judgment of Reason (and not by God) 
Reason, however, has no power over the five legal categories 
If imán" were obligatory by Reason, then it would be obligatory 
even before God's sending an Apostle, because Reason precedes the 
sending of Apostles. And if it were obligatory before the coming of 

10) except in the case of the school of Bukhara from among the followers of Maturidi, We 

shall touch upon this point presently. 

Ш) рр. 3435 

12) The principle which is peculiar to, and characteristic of, the Mutazilites. 

13) Note that the words fmán and ma'rifah are used indifferently in this passage; they are 

synonymous with each other 
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an Apostle, those who neglect (to know God) before the advent of 
an Apostle would deserve Divine punishment. But this conclusion is 
belied by what God says (XVII, 15) "We never punish until We 
have sent an Apostle’. If God does not punish anybody before the 
sending of an Apostle, the thesis that Reason makes the ‘knowledge’ 
(=imûn) obligatory must necessarily be denied. In other words, the 
obligation to know God comes from the Divine Law alone. 


To this Ash'arite position the Máturidite position is diametrically opposed. 


The obligatory nature of the knowledge of God is based on Reason. That 
is to say, man must know God with his Reason even when there has been 
no Revelation. Evidently, Reason (ag) is the most important key-word 
here. We must begin by explaining the Maturidite conception of Reason. 
The following is what the Hanafite-Mátüridite theologian Bayádi says about 


Reason (or Intellect) is the epistemological principle of the soul which 
can be looked at from two different points of view, namely, (1) its 
intentio (tawajjuh i.e. its propensity toward grasping its objects), and 
(2) its power (quwwah). In its first aspect, it is a substance by 
which are grasped through sense perception, the sensible objects that 
are immediately present and the objects that are not immediately 
present, through indirect means like proofs and reasoning. In its 
second aspect, it is a kind of light, the activity of which begins at 
the lowest stage of the senses, and by which the object grasped is 
presented clearly illumined to the mind. 

The philosophers divide “а! into four kinds: (1) material (hayiildni), 
(2) im habitu (bial-malakah), (3) in actu (biaLfe, and (4) 
acquired (mustafád). By the first is meant the state of the soul when 
it is actually void of the knowledge in spite of the fact that it has a 
capacity for knowing things. The second refers to the state of the 
soul when only the immediately evident propositions (darüriyyát) are 
present in it. The third refers to the state when the soul has in 
potency theoretical propositions (nazariyydt, ie. the knowledge of 
things that are not immediately evident but require a process of 
reflective thinking before becoming present to the soul). At this stage 
the soul is supposed to be merely intending to grasp these objects. 
The fourth refers to the state of the soul when the theoretical pro 
positions are no longer in potency, but are actually present in it. 
This fourfold division of Reason by the Philosophers is entirely 
groundless, The only true theory of Reason is the following. Man 


14) op. cit. pp. 77-78 
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has from the very beginning a potentiality for developing Reason and 
propensity toward grasping what is there to be grasped intellectually. 
This potentiality or preparedness is called Reason in potency (‘aql 
bialquwwah) or inborn Reason (‘aql gharizi). Then this Reason 
develops little by little by the creative activity of God until it reaches 
perfection. Reason thus perfected is called ‘acquired Reason’ (‘aql 
mustaféd) 


Now we are in a better position to understand the Maturidite position 
‘on the problem of the basic relation between Reason and Revelation, or ‘aql 
and shar’, in regard to imdn as understood in the sense of ‘knowledge’. 
The key-text is provided by Aba Hanifah's words as they have been handed 
down by Abû Yûsuf: ‘Even if God had not sent to mankind a single 
Apostle, men would still have been required to have a knowledge (ma'rifah) 
of Him by Reason.’ The following is the interpretation of this key-text by 
Bayádi/^ Abû Hanifah’s original text is reproduced here intercepted by 
Bayádi's explanatory remarks in parentheses. 

Even if God had not sent to mankind a single Apostle (who would 
explain for them all that would be obligatory upon them), men would 
still have been required to have a knowledge of Him'* (ie. the 
knowledge of His existence in the first place, and then all that follows 
from it such as His Unicity, His Knowledge, His Power, His Speech, 
His Will, and that He is the one who has produced the world), by 
their Reason (ie. the 'acquired Reason' as defined above, which is 
the very thing on which is imposed the duty of reflection and reason- 
ing during the period of probation).'" 

To this we may add some important remarks based on what Bayádi 
and Aba "Udhbah write about the Maturidite theory of Reason. 

(1) Reason is nothing but an ‘instrument’ lak in the hand of man 
by which he comes to know the things about God that he has to know. 
It is the instrument of knowledge, and properly speaking he does not need 
the Divine Law for that purpose. 

15 the Máturidite position, then, exactly the same as that of the Mu'ta- 
zilites who are also notorious for accrediting Reason with an authority which 
surpasses even the authority of the Scripture? There is a very subtle but 


15) ibid. p. 75 
16) Note that the ‘knowledge’ which is being spoken of is the essentialist type of knowledge 
‘ay 1 have explained above in connection with Abû Hanifah’s rationalism. In other words, it 
is а knowledge about God, i.e. a knowledge that God exists, is One, ete 

17) See below, additional remark (3) 
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fundamental difference between the two, at least from the point of view of 

the Máturidites. Referring to this very point, Abû "Udhbah, the author of 

al-Rawdah al-Bahiyyah gives the following explanation :* 
The difference between the Máturidites and the Mu'tazilites (may 
God make them perish!) consists in this, namely that the latter 
consider Reason self-sufficient in making the ‘knowledge’ necessary, 
while for the former Reason is nothing but an instrument by which 
the ‘knowledge’ is made necessary, the one who really makes it neces- 
sary being God Himself. In other words, He (makes the ‘knowledge’ 
necessary) by using the human Reason as a means. This comes 
from the fact that God does not make any duty really necessary 
without there being (on the part of man) Reason. The existence of 
Reason is the basic condition. The same is true of the function of 
the Apostle. The Apostle does not make anything necessary ; he 
only makes what is necessary known to men. Here again the real 
imposer of the duties is God Himself. Only He imposes them upon 
men through the intermediary of an Apostle. 
The whole process may be compared to the working of а lamp. A 
lamp is a light because of which the eye sees things when it looks 
at them; the lamp makes the vision necessary. 
We must understand in this sense the words of Abû Hanifah: "Even 
if God had not sent to mankind a single Apostle, men would still 
have been obliged to have a knowledge of Him by their Reason’. 
This makes it clear that the particle bi meaning ‘by’ or ‘with’ in the 
phrase (used by Abû Hanifah in this sentence) biugili:him (lit. ‘by 
or with their reasons’) is a bi of causality (sababiyyah).* And the 
sentence must be understood to mean: the knowledge of God is 
obligatory upon men because of their Reason, the one who really 
makes it obligatory being God (and not Reason). 

The difference as well as the close similarity between Mu'tazilism and 
Mituridism are disclosed clearly by the position each of them takes concern: 
ing the problem of whether or not children before puberty and people to 
whom no prophetic message has reached are to be held responsible for lack 
of ‘knowledge’ and тйл. 

Abû ‘Udhbah observes that the difference between the Ash'arites and 
the Maturidites in this respect is far greater than that between the latter 
and the Mu'tazilites. Indeed, he says, the Máturidites and the Mu'tazilites 


18) рр. 3637 3. 
19) Strictly speaking Abû "Udhbah should have said dliyyah ‘instrumentality’ instead of 
sababiyyah, 
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agree with each other on several essential points because of their common 
emphasis on the role of Reason. 
Suppose there is a man who has been born on a high mountaintop, 
has grown up there, and has had no chance to (hear about the 
Apostle and consequently has not) believed in God. If he dies in 
that state, will he or will he not be punished (in the Hereafter) 
because he has not believed ? 
The Ash'arite answer is: No, he will not be punished because in 
his lifetime the condition necessitating belief in God has been missing, 
and that condition is Revelation. 
The Maturidites, on the other hand, assert: Yes, he will be punished 
because there has been the condition necessitating тйл, and that 
condition is Reason. We get just the same answer from the Mu'ta- 
zilites.* 

The problem of the imm of children makes clear to us how the 
Maturidites and the Mu'tazilites agree with, and differ from, each other in 
а very subtle way. Indeed, we may regard it as an illustration of the treat: 
ment of the principle of Reason by the two schools, which we have just 
learnt from Aba "Udhbah. Here is what he writes about this problem : 

According to the Mu'tazilites, whoever has Reason has no excuse 
for not having the "knowledge! required, whether he be a small child 
ог а grown-up. For (his Reason) makes it incumbent upon him to 
seek the truth. So a child having Reason must necessarily have 
imán because he has Reason. И he dies without believing he will 
be punished. 

According to the Máturidites, nothing is incumbent upon a child before 
puberty, because his case falls under the Apostles words: “The Pen 
has been removed from three things. One of them is the child before. 
he reaches his puberty Thus such a child will be excused, in the 
view of the Máturidites, if he dies without belief. 

There is, however, Maturidi’s statement that ‘knowledge’ of God is 
incumbent upon a child equipped with Reason. If we follow this 
interpretation, there is no difference at all between Maturidism and 
Mu'tazilism as far as the factual application of the principle is con- 
cerned. But (even in this case) there is a difference between them 
regarding the principle itself in that Reason alone has the power to 
necessitate the ‘knowledge’ according to the Mu'tazilites, whereas ac- 
cording to the Máturidites Reason has no such independent power" 


20) op. eit. p. 39 
2) ibid. p. 7 
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(2) The emphasis put by the Máturidites on Reason, however, should 
not be taken to mean that in the view of the Maturidites the Divine Law 
is of no use once we have Reason. Bayádi" draws attention to the 
hypothetical structure of the Abû Hanifah's sentence (Even if God had not 
sent an Apostle....). The sentence structure clearly indicates that exactly 
the contrary situation is the reality. That is, the Apostles have been sent 
by God as a matter of actual fact. What, then, is the significance of God's 
sending the Apostles ? 

Reason is capable of comprehending its objects only grossly in a broad 
and general way. The Apostles are sent to make concrete and particular 
what Reason has already grasped in a general way ; they disclose the special 
details of it. Thus the necessity of ‘knowledge’ is placed on a more solid 
basis by the sending of the Apostles 


(3) The question raised in (2) is indeed a very delicate point. And 
historically it contributed greatly toward the splitting of the followers of 
Maturidi into the school of Bukhara and the school of Samarqand. On the 
whole, the Samarqand school remained more faithful to the intellectualism 
of Aba Hanifah. 

Concerning the problem which occupies our attention now, the Bukhàrá 
school took the same position as the Ash‘arites. The gist of their contention 
was: there can be no obligation at all before God's sending an Apostle and 
before the prophetic call reaches the ears of the people. In such a state, 
therefore, neither kufr is forbidden nor is imdn obligatory. The most 
important proof-text for the Ash'arites is the abovequoted verse (XVII, 15): 
“We never punish until We have sent an Apostle’. This verse evidently 
denies the occurrence of Divine punishment before the coming of the Law. 

"The theologians of the Samarqand school, however, do not accept such 
an interpretation of the verse. They assert that the above argument may 
be valid against Mu'tazilism, but not against the Maturidism of Samarqand. 
For the ‘punishment’ ‘adhdb here spoken of is the heaviest punishment of 
‘extirpation’ isti'sdl. And this is proved by the verse which immediately 
follows the one just quoted: ‘When We want to destory a town, first We 
give a command to those of its inhabitants who live at ease so that they 
commit sins therein so that it deserve (Our decisive) Word (of doom), then 
only do We destory it with a complete destruction.’ (XVII, 16) 

In the light of this verse, the preceding one can only mean that God 
never has recourse to the final and heaviest punishment of complete anni- 
of а whole community before He sends warnings to its people 
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through an Apostle. Thus the verse does not deny the possibility of God's 
sending a lesser punishment upon the individuals who have neglected to 
fulfil what is obligatory (ie. by Reason) even before the sending of an 
Apostle. In other words, the negation of punishment in verse 15 (We never 
punish...) is not the negation of the occurrence of punishment, but it is 
simply intended to mean that the heaviest kind of punishment in a рге 
Apostolic period does not befit His wisdom and mercy. And the conclusion 
is that he who does not ‘know’ what he can know by his Reason without 
the aid of the Divine Law may very well be punished by God.” 
In a similar fashion, the following statement of Abû Hanifah (handed 
down by Abü Yüsuf) is understood quite differently by the people of Bukh- 
ага and the people of Samarqand: ‘And there can be no excuse for any: 
body for not knowing (what he is to know) about his own Creator by 
what he sees of the creation of the heaven and the earth and the creation 
of himself and others! The Bukhárà school asserts that this becomes effec- 
tive only after the advent of an Apostle, whereas the Samarqand school 
does not admit such a condition. According to the latter school, the right 
interpretation of this statement is as follows : 
Every person endowed with Reason, when he observes the creation of 
the heaven and the earth and the creation of himself and others, must 
necessarily come to know the existence of the Creater after passing through 
a process of reasoning." The phrase ‘after passing through a process (or 
period) of reasoning’ expresses a conception which is very typical of Маш 
ism. The conception is based on XXXV, 37 of the Koran which reads: 
"Have We not granted you a life long enough for anybody capable of reflec- 
tion to reflect therein?” 
The particle mû (here translated ‘long enough’) indicates the period 
of reflection and reasoning. This indefinite expression is used to 
show that there is no definitely fixed length of time which would be 
common to all men. The length of time required is determined by 
God in each case, because the degree of Reason differs from man to 
man 
Thus the verse just quoted (XXXV, 37) purports to give a stern 
rebuke to the Káfirs who have neglected to exercise reflection (nazar) 

23) BayAgl, pp. 7940. To Surah IV, 165 is applied a similar interpretation. 

21) ibid, pp. 8083 

25) Beda тыйуу muddah al istidlal 

28) The point is that God shows ‘signs’ ydf to man, and he is suppesed t» reflect upan 

them and infer {rom them by exercising his Reason the existence of God. For more details, 

see my God amd Man in the Koran, p. 133 599 

27) Bay, p. 77 
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and reasoning (istidlál) in order to know the existence of the Creator 
the most Exalted, and His being qualified by all the attributes of 
Perfection. The Káfrs are rebuked so severely because God has 
granted them a period of time long enough to enable them to exercise 
reasoning by the power of their Reason." 


(4) As the preceding discussion clearly suggests, the most important 
of all duties (wdjibdt) is in Máturidism the duty of reflction and reasoning 
for obtaining ‘knowledge’ of God. This is the basis, and all others are 
simply dependent upon it. Concerning this point Bayádi writes as follow 

In the view of Abü Hanifah, all the religious duties depend upon the 
primary duty of knowing God through reasoning. He takes the 
ion that the first and absolute duty is to reflect upon the created 
things and to infer from them the existence of One who has created ` 
them. 
Thus the first of all duties of every legally capable Muslim is that 
kind of thinking and reasoning that would lead to "knowledge of 
God, His attributes, His Unicity, His Justice and His Wisdom. In 
the second place is the duty of the kind of thinking and reasoning 
that would lead to the recognition of the possibility of (God's) sending 
Apostles and imposing the duties upon His servants. 
Then, in the third place is that kind of reasoning that would lead to 
the affirmation of the fact of Apostleship by the evidence of the 
miracles (performed by the Apostles), and the affirmation of the 
commandments and duties. 
Then, in the fourth place is the kind of reasoning that would lead 
to the concrete knowledge of the main tenets of the Divine Law. 
And finally comes the duty of acting in accordance with what is 
required of him by the Law. 

By this Bayádi declares the priority of Reason (Саф!) to the Divine 
Law. Of course, for him too the Divine Law (shar) is of great importance. 
as we have seen in (2). But what he wants to emphasize is that shar’ 
can be active and effective only when man, through the exercise of his 
Reason, has already acquired knowledge of God, belief in God, and the 
conviction of the truthfulness and absolute reliability of the Prophet. In 
other words, shar’ depends upon ‘aql in that the former needs for its 
activity a field already prepared beforehand by the latter? — Bayádi bases 
28) ibid. p. 83 
29) ibid. p. 84 
30) ibid. p. 99 
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this statement on Aba Hanifah's words of which I give here an English 

translation, putting Bayádi's comments in parentheses." 
If ‘knowledge’ of God (ie. the knowledge of the necessary ex- 
istence of God, His Unicity, and His attributes, both those which 
pertain to His essence and those that express His actions, the latter 
including the sending of the Apostle and the creation of miracles 
through him) were to come from (the teaching of) the Apostle (ie. 
by the Divine Law which he has brought, and if, in this way, every- 
thing depended upon him), then the special favor conferred upon 
mankind in ‘knowledge’ of God would have to be attributed to 
the Apostle, and not to God (whereas in reality it is a favor granted 
by God, and by God alone, by His establishing Reason in man and 
thus making reasoning possible for him). The truth is that God 
first grants the favor to the Apostle in causing him to know his 
Lord (either by making reasoning possible as in the case of Ibrahim, 
or by instructing him by means of inspiration and by an act of 
special consideration as in the case of some Apostles). Thus the 
favor in this case comes solely from God (and God alone, even if it 
is actualized by the intermediary of Apostles). ‘The favor is conferred 
upon mankind by God's making them understand (by endowing 
them with Reason and rendering reasoning possible) that they should 
assent to (the truth brought by) the Apostle. 


(5) There remain two more small points to be mentioned in this 
particular context. The one is quite simple. It concerns the nature or 
degree of the obligation to ‘know’. According to Bayádi, "the kind of 
knowledge (of God) which is based on a broad general reasoning,” and 
which raises the man who thinks and reasons above the lowest level of a 
blind submission to authority, is a duty imposed upon every individual Muslim. 
It is, in other words, fard ‘ayn, not fard kifáyah."' 

The second problem concerns the way in which reasoning leads to 
"knowledge. How does a correct reasoning produce a right ‘knowledge’? 
То this question the Mu'tazilites answer, "by generation (tawlid)’. The 
Philosophers’ answer is different from this. They say that it is ‘by logical 
necessity (йБ). 

Contrary to these two typical answers, the Maturidites assert, the 


з) ibid. p. 102 
32) Ae remarked in the forex 
by the exercise of Reason alone 
33) Bayadi. p. 76 
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occurrence of ‘knowledge’ after a process of right reasoning is due to a 
divinely-instituted custom ('ádah iláhiyyah). The connection of ‘knowledge’ 
and reasoning is essentially a matter of custom established by God; it is 
neither a logical relation nor а matter of a natural production."* 


Ш Belief on the authority of others (imán bi-al-taqlid) 


The foregoing has made it clear that both the Mu'tazilites and the 
Máturidites emphasized greatly the importance of logical thinking or reason- 
ing (istidldl) for ímán. If, as they claim, imn is essentially reducible to 
"knowledge", and if the right kind of knowledge is one that is based on 
logical proof, then it is clear that the true imdn must be an imdn based 
‘on reasoning. 

This understanding of imdn was pregnant from the very beginning 
with a very grave consequence. For it inevitably questioned the value of 
an imn based merely on the authority of others (alímán bi-al-taglid) 
rather than on reasoning and logical proof. The question was of grave 
concern to the community because by far the greatest majority of Muslims, 
that is, the common people, who were not trained at all in reasoning and 
the art of dialectics, would not, according to this theory, deserve the quali- 
fication of Believer (smu'min, ‘a man of imán'). The thesis in this latter 
form is known as al-gaw! bi-kufr al'dmmah, ie. the thesis which condemns 
the common people as Kafirs. The thesis, besides being completely absurd 
to common sense, was likely to lead to the still more astonishing conclusion 
that only а professional Mutakallim (dialectician) could be a true Believer, 
because he was the only one who could base his imdn on a solid logical 
demonstration. Of course this was mainly a mere matter of implication. 
But the implication was there, and the danger was felt. 

Contrary to our expectation, the Máturidites with all their emphasis on 
the importance of reasoning, did not go to the extreme of maintaining the 
thesis of kufr al'ámmah. They did not reject ‘imén on authority’ as value- 
less or wrong. Strangely enough, it was Ash'ari and the Ash'arites who 
were generally blamed for upholding kufr alámmah. 

This thesis is often attributed to the Mu'tazilites and called а Миа: 
thesis. But this is not wholly correct. The Mu‘tazilites, to begin with, took 
SD нарм 


im THE CONCEPT OF BELIEF IN ISLAMIC THEOLOGY 


the position of manzilah bayna al-manzilatayn, as we have already seen, 
in the question of takfir. This would imply that even if the imdn on 
authority was to be rejected entirely, the man who believed on authority 
was a Fasiq (sinner), and neither а Кабг nor a Believer. Besides, to be 
very exact, not all the leading Mu'tazilites were agreed that true ‘knowledge’ 
could only be gained by reasoning. Some of them did assert that 
‘knowledge’ of God, His Books, and His Apostles was something to be 
acquired (iktisdb) through reflection and reasoning. In the view of these 
people, the man who neglected to exercise reasoning would naturally be a 
Ейзїд.?* But for others of the Mu‘tazilites, ‘knowledge’ was not an acquire- 
ment; but it was something inborn and of immediate evidence (dariiri), 
something that did not require a process of logical thinking.“ 

Some of them did not altogether reject ап imdn based on authority 
No less a great exponent of Mu'tazilism than Jahiz, for example, taught, 
according to Shahrastáni: ‘Of all those who belong formally to the religion 
of Islam, there are some who are convinced that God is not a body, nor a 
form, nor visible to the eye, and that He is just and does not do any in- 
justice, and does not will the act of disobedience (on the part of man) 
These people, if in addition to this convinction do confess it verbally, are 
Muslims in the true sense of the word... .. But even those who have never 
reasoned about these matters, but simply believe that God is their Lord and 
that Mubammad is the Apostle of God, are to be regarded as Believers 
They should not be blamed (for neglecting reasoning), nor are they required 
to do more than that." 


But the attribution of the rejection of alimám bi-al-taglid to Ash'ari 
and his followers raises a more serious and delicate problem. The question 


35) The Shiite-Mu'tazilie Ibo АЫ al-Hadid (d. 1257) in his commentary on Nahj al- 
Balaghah (Sharh, Beirut, 1957, vol 1, p. 31) explaining the dietum attributed to “All, Atewal 
aldin ma'rifatu-hu "The. first stage of religion is knowledge of God", writes as follows 
"This indicates that (оф is invalid, and that the very frst of all religious duties is "knowledge 
Somebody may raise an objection to this and ask, ‘But you assert in scholastic theology that 
the first duty is reasoning with the aim of obtaining knowledge of God, and sometimes 
you assert that the very intention of reasoning is the first duty. Is it possible to reconcile 
this assertion with the dictum of ‘Ali? To this we reply "Reasoning and the intention of 
ally, not essentially, because both are means of 
The commander of the 


God. Thus understood, there is no contradiction between his statement and the view of the 


36) Baghdad!, Ujul al-Din, р. 255 
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"himself upheld such a view or not. 
'did not wholly share the Mu'tazilite 
Dee for, according to Bagh- 
on the authority of others 
idolater) пог а Кабг Is 
ation Ash'arl replied, ‘I do not 
е more details will be given in 
ption of imn. For the moment 
Muslim. critics of Ash'arism said 
» vehemently attacked for maintain _ 


faturidite argument against Ash'arism. 
Fiqh Akbar 1, whoever he was," tries 


- A on authority with recognition of the 
priority u. +point of the argument is furnished by 
Abû Hanifah’s su often quoted in support of the thesis 


that ‘work’ “amal is n. ed as an essential constituent in imdn : 
Suppose there is a man living in the farthest limit of the country of the 
Turks. He acknowledges Islam in a broad and general sense. But he 
does not know anything of the religious duties, the articles of creed, and 
of the Book (because he has not had access to these things), nor does he 
acknowledge any of them (because he does not understand them with his 
Reason). But he acknowledges God and imm (in its most elementary 
form). Such a man is a Believer (who will be rewarded for his ímán, 
and forgiven his neglect of ‘work’)'.* This statement is interpreted by the 
commentator of the Fiqh Akbar 1 in the following way 
The statement implies that the ímán on authority is acceptable, even 
if this kind of imán has not yet reached the (higher form) of islam. 
This is the opposite of the position taken by the Mu'tazilites and 
the Ash‘arites, who do not admit the imán on authority and declare 
that the common people are Kafirs. This thesis of kufr al'ámmah 
is inadmissible because it makes meaningless God's wisdom in His 
sending the Apostles and Prophets. Those who have been entrusted 
with Apostleship and Prophethood have been commanded first of all 
to propose Islam to the unbelievers. So if Islam obtained by proposal 


20 op. cit. p. 137 

з) As 1 mentioned earlier, the commentary is attributed to Abû Mansûr al-Máturidi himself 

W) The words of Abû Hanifah are given here as they are quoted by Bayidl (op. cit. pp. 
The explanatory remarks that are put in parentheses belong to Bayi 

en 
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(on the part of an Apostle) and uncritical acceptance (on the part 
of the community) were not right, then the Divine wisdom in sending 
the Apostles would entirely be lost. 

However (this does not mean that the two kinds of imdv are exactly 
of the same value); the degree of reasoning (isfidlál) is a thousand 
times higher than that of uncritical acceptance (faglid). And the 
more man exercises reasoning and deduction the more illumined is 
his imán. The famous Hadith about the ímán of Aba Bakr must 
be understood in this sense. The Prophet in the Hadith declares 
that if one weighs the ímán of Aba Bakr against the imûn of the 
whole of mankind, the scale of the former will surely outweigh the 
latter. The ímám of Abi Bakr outweighs because of its brighter 
illumination. The difference should not be understood (as in usually 
done) in terms of ‘increase and decrease’ (ie. the greater or lesser 
quality of iman). 


The conception of imán in terms of ‘light’ (sir) furnishes Gh: i. 
too, with a basis on which to criticize the thesis of kufr al'ámmah? In 
scholastic theology, Ghazáli is an Ash'arite, but he launches a determined 
attack against this thesis, without, however, attributing it to Asl 
He attributes it very vaguely to ‘a certain group of theologians’, i 
meaning the Mu'tazilites. These theologians, he says, condemn the un- 
sophisticated, naive Muslims as Kafirs, claiming that he who does not know 
scholastic theology (kaldm) as they do, and does not know the details of 
the Divine Law through the logical proofs which they have established, is 
а Кабг. 

Such а view, Ghazáll says, makes the infinitely wide scope of Divine 
mercy extremely narrow, and leads to an absurd consequence that only the 


аз) This is addressed against the Murji'ite theory of Iman. The conception of (тан in 
terms of “light” and "brightness", evidently of а Sufi origin, is characteristic of Máturidism. 
We shall come back to this point in the next section. 
10) Faysal al-Tafrigah, pp. 202-204 

) There are some who even fly deny that Ash'ari ever taught such а thing. Abû 
Udhbah, for example, in his al-Rawdah al-Bahiyyah (p. 21) quotes Abû al-Qasim al: Qusl 
asserting that ‘the thesis of tahftr ‘audmm (‘awdmm pl. of 'dmmah) is an invention fe 
by the Karrdmites upon Ash‘arl.” Abû "Udhbuh says (p. 22): it is undeniable that Ash: 
required reasoning (istidlal) as а condition of true (тая. But that was only an easy and 
popular type of istidlal exemplified by the words of an uneducated Bedouin 

i that the splendor of the heaven and earth proves the existence of One who. 

t as the form of excrement shows the kind of camel that hax passed the place. 
This type of istidlal, Abû "Udhbah says, is completely different from the kind of logical 
istidlal required by the Mu'unilites. 
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professional theologians will merit the reward of the Garden. 

Ghazali goes on to point out that scholastic theology has almost nothing 
to do with the birth of imn in man's mind. fmdn is not of such a nature 
that it could be obtained by the activities of Reason, like establishing abstract 
proofs, making systematic classifications, hairsplitting argumentation, etc. 

Nay, imán is а kind of illuminating ‘light’ mir which God Himself 
throws into the hearts of His servants as a free and gracious gift 
Sometimes it comes in the form of a firm and irresistible conviction 
welling up from the innermost soul, which is completely ineffable. 
Sometimes, it occurs as the result of one's observing a certain trait 
in a pious man ; one feels, while one sits and talks with the man, a 
flash of light suddenly coming from him and striking one. Some- 
times, again, it is caused by some personal circumstance. Once a 
Bedouin who had been offering resistance to the Prophet with bitter 
enmity came to him. When his eyes fell upon the brilliant face of 
the Prophet and saw a scintilating light of Prophethood coming forth 
from it, he said, ‘By God, this is not the face of a liar!’ And he 
asked the Prophet to tell him about Islam, and became a Muslim." 
The naive Believers of this kind, Ghazáli continues, were taught the 
formula of the confession of faith (shahddah), instructed about things like 
ritual worship and zakdt, and then, ordinarily, were sent back to their 
places to resume their professions. 
Of course it is undeniable that in a certain type of men, the logical 
proofs provided by scholastic theology do act as a cause of imdn. But i 
is not the only cause. Besides, such cases are very rare. In the majority 
of cases, theological arguments give us the impression that they are some- 
thing invented deliberately to confuse the common people who are without 
high education. Rather than causing ímán in the hearts of men, the dis- 
cussions of the professional theologians tend to produce bigotry in the hearts 
and, consequently, even stronger aversion to imén. 
From these observations Ghazáli draws the following conclusion which 
is of great interest as a short formulation of the Ghazalian theory of impt." 
‘The indubitable truth is that anybody who accepts the Prophet's 
teaching and the content of the Koran with a determined faith is a 
Believer, even if he does not know the logical proof of it. On the 
contrary, mûn obtained from a scholastic argument is extremely weak 
and is ready to break down at any moment because of some slight 
difficulty in thinking. 

45) op. cit. р. %2 

46) ibid. p. 204 
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Nay, the deep-rooted imén is the ímán of the common people, which 
either has been planted firmly in their hearts in childhood by authentic 
teaching, or has been acquired after maturity through certain personal 
experiences that are ineffable. 

And this type of imdn grows and becomes perfected by constant 
acts of devotion and inner piety. When, as the result of a long 
experience of devotion and constant exercise of dhikr of God, man 
finally reaches tagwé (pious belief based on the fear of God) in the 
deepest sense of the word, and a perfect clearing of the innermost 
heart from all the impurities of the present world, then an over. 
whelming light of ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah® is disclosed to him. When 
this moment comes, those things which he accepted at first as a 
matter of blind submission to authority turn, as it were, into objects 
of personal observation and experience. And this is the real ‘knowledge’ 
which becomes obtainable only after the knot of formal beliefs is 
untied and ‘the heart is expanded’ by the light of God. 


More theoretical and thoroughgoing than Ghazáli's is the criticism by 
Ibn Hazm who ascribes the thesis of kufr al'ámmah to Muhammad b. 
Jarir al-Tabari and all the Ash'arites except alSamnáni.'* 

His formulation of the problem is this: Can anybody who has been 
converted to Islam without reasoning be a Believer? Or is it the case that 
по one can be a Believer-Muslim without reasoning? Tabari, according to 
Ibn Hazm, says that one must begin training the boys and girls at the age 
of seven in the art of logical reasoning, for any boy or girl who, in puberty, 
does not yet by reasoning know God with all His names and attributes is 
a downright Kafir whose life and possessions are not to be safeguarded by 
the Law. This is of course the reverse side of the view that the imn 
based on faglid, i.e. blindly following the authority of others, is of no value 
and validity. 

Ibn Hazm presents the main points of the antifaglid argument and 
then refutes them one by one. 

(1) That taglid is blamable is known from the Koran itself (II, 165, 
XXXIII, 67, XLII, 22, ete.) in which God reprimands severely those ‘who 
follow blindly the footsteps of their fathers and forefathers or their leaders 
17) Note that here GhazAlt uses the word ma'rifah in the Suf sense of an immediate and 
most intimate personal knowledge, which is completely different from the ordinary activity 
of Reason. 

1) блата al-yodr, reference to VI, 126 
19) Figal, v, p. 35 
30) ibid. pp. 3540 
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in religion. If faglid is thus an evil, then we have to conclude that istidldl 
(reasoning) is the only right way, because the contrary of taglid is istidlál 
and there is no third term between the two. 

(2) Any thesis that is not based upon, and supported by, a logical 
proof is merely a ‘claim’ da‘wd. A claim is in itself indifferent to truth 
and falsity. So there is no guarantee of veracity to a thesis which is not 
based on a logical proof. Therefore such a thing cannot produce imdn in 
the hearts of men. 

(3) Anything that is not ‘knowledge’ ‘ilm is nothing but ‘doubt’ and 
‘conjecture’. ‘Knowledge’ means that man becomes convinced (iiqád) of 
а thing as it really is, either through immediate sense perception (darürah) 
or logical reasoning. Now if we apply this to the question of distinguishing 
right religions from wrong ones, we notice at once that the rightness of a 
right religion cannot be known by immediate sense perception, so that we 
must conclude that it can be known only by reasoning. As long as a man 
does not exercise his Reason about the truthfulness of a religion, he is not 
а 'knower of that religion; and as long as he is not a 'knower, he is 
simply a ‘doubter’ and an ‘erring’ man. 

(4) According to Hadith, each human soul is questioned in the grave 
by an angel. The angel, pointing to Mubammad, asks the soul, "What do 
you say about this man? Thereupon those who were Believers on the 
earth reply, ‘He is Muhammad, Apostle of God! But those who were 
Hypocrites and Doubters reply, ‘I am not sure. I happened to hear people 
saying something and I just began to say the same thing (by imitation)’. 


Against these four points made by the antitaglid school, Ibn Hazm 
argues in the following way. 

(1) The basic dichotomy on which their first point stands, ie. the 
dichotomy into taglid and istidlál which does not allow of a third term 
between them, is nothing but sophistry. It is sophistry because the word 
taglid in this argument is used in an improper way, having been removed 
from its place arbitrarily and surreptitiously. 

The real meaning of faglid (in the sense of ‘blind submission to 
authority’) is that а man accepts and acknowledges an opinion of 
somebody other than the Apostle of God, somebody whom we are 
not commanded by God to follow and whose opinion we are not 
commanded to accept. More positively still, 120/84 is to follow some: 
body whom God has forbidden us to follow. Thus when a man 
follows someone who is not the Apostle of God and adopts his 
opinion just because it is the opinion of that particular man, and is 
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convinced that if that 'someone' did not uphold that thesis he him- 
self would not uphold it either, then and then only is he a muqallid 
(a man of faglíd). Such a man disobeys God and His Apostle, is 
unjust and sinful, regardless of whether the particular thesis he main- 
tains in this way happens to agree or disagree with what God and 
His Apostle have said. He is a sinner (/ásiq) because he follows 
the footsteps of one whom he has not been commanded to follow, 
and because he does something which is different from what God 
has commanded him to do? 

It is in this sense that the Koran rebukes those who ‘follow blindly 


the opinin of their forefathers.’ Following the Apostle of God is totally 
different from this in nature. It is, properly speaking, not /aqlid at all. 


When a man, in contrast to the above case, accepts and upholds the 
opinion of the Apostle of God, what he does is not /aqlid; it is 
imán itself, it is ‘assent’ taşdiq, following the truth, obedience to 
God, and fulfilling the duty, because God has commanded us to 
obey His Apostle, has made it our duty to follow him and give 
assent to whatever he says, and has warned us against disobeying 
his command, and has threatened us, saying that if we should disobey 
him we would be punished most severely." 


(2) The second point is the thesis that logical proof is the only cri- 


terion of truth and falsity and that, therefore, without proof there can be 
no true imdn. Ibn Hazm says that this is а good example of the mistake 
of turning a particular case into something of general and universal validity: 
He shows this by dividing men in general into two types. 


51) ibid. рр. 36-37 


To the first category, which is only an insignificant minority, belongs 
а man in whose soul there is а natural impulse which presses him 
toward demonstration (burhdn). The soul of such a man can never 
be at ease in assenting to what the Apostle of God has brought 
until he hears its logical proof. It is incumbent upon a man of this 
type to seek the proofs, for it he dies in doubt or in denial before 
he has a chance to hear the proofs and has his soul eased, he dies 
as a Káfir and must remain forever in the Fire. 

If we judge it to be incumbent upon a man of this type to seek 
demonstration, it is only because he has the religious duty to seek 
the salvation of his soul from kufr. 

The socond category is constituted by the common people, men and 


52) ibid. р. 36 
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women, merchants, artisans, farmers, as well as men of pious devo- 
tion, Traditionists, and those of the great Masters who disdain 
scholasticism and dialectics. 

To this group belongs a man whose soul is steady and calm in 
assenting to what the Apostle of God has brought, whose heart is 
quite as ease їп mûn, and who feels no impulse in his soul to seek 
demonstration, as the result of God's special favor and help by which 
He has made the way easy for him toward the good and virtue. A 
man of this type does not need demonstration, nor does he have to 
take the trouble to reason. 

God Himself calls (XLIX, 7-8) by the name of ‘rightly guided’ 
réshidiin those people ‘to whose hearts He has endeared тйл, and 
has made kufr and disobedience hateful by an act of bounty and 
grace’ And this is what we call the creation of imm by God in 
the heart and on the tongue. This is an act of pure grace on the 
part of God. And He has not even mentioned ‘reasoning’ istidldl 
im respect to it. А man of this type is far from being а mugallid 
(man of blind submission) to his fathers and teachers. 


(3) The definition of ‘knowledge’ by the anti-taglid people is completely 
wrong. They define ‘knowledge’ as man’s being convinced of a thing as it 
really is, either through immediate sense perception or logical reasoning. 
Ibn Hazm thinks that the last part of this definition, namely the phrase 
‘either through immediate sense perception or logical reasoning, is а wrong 
and unnecessary addition, It is against the Koran, the Sunnah, and the 
Consensus. Moreover, it is supported neither by the ordinary usage of 
Arabic nor by natural Reason. 
‘Knowledge’ must be defined simply as man's being convinced of a 
thing as it really is. So everybody who is convinced of anything as 
it really is, and is not assailed by а doubt is a ‘knower’ of that 
thing. It does not matter essentially whether the conviction has 
been arrived at by the immediate evidence of sense, or by intellectual 
intuition, or by an apodictic demonstration, or lastly by the grace of 
God and His creating in his soul that very conviction.'* 


(4) As to the Hadith about the angel's questioning people in the 
graves, Ibn Hazm asserts that, instead of being an argument in favor of the 
anti-taglid school, it is an argument against it. He who replies to the 


59) ibid. p. 38 
Ы) ibid. p. 40 
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angel's question by saying, ‘He is Mubammad, Apostle of God’ is called in 
this Hadith a Believer. The Prophet does not call him a mustadill, i.e. a 
‘reasoner’. This implies that a Believer, whatever the origin and source of 
his imán, is assured of salvation. We must remark furthermore, Ibn Hazm 
goes on to say, that the Prophet does not call а Doubter or a Hypocrite 
ghayr-mustadill, i.e. a ‘non-reasoner’. The answer given by a man of this 
type, ‘I happened to hear people saying something and I just began to say 
the same thing (by imitation)’, is quite characteristic of the taglid in the 
proper sense of the word as explained in (1). In other words, this is 
exactly the typical act of a man who accepts and acknowledges an opinion 
of somebody other than the Apostle of God. This kind of real taglid is 
something to be definitely rejected. But the faglid of which the anti-taglid 
people speak is not faglíd at all. Thus the Hadith is in reality an evidence 
against them, not for them." 


То the preceding four points Ibn Hazm adds one more criticism in 
which he discloses, as he says, the most horrible aspect of Ash‘arism 
concerning the present problem. He repeats the same accusation in almost 
exactly the same terms in two different places of his Fisal* showing the 
great importance he attached to this point, 

It is quite easy to see how he came to ascribe this ‘horrible thesis’ to 
the Ash'arites. The emphasis put on the indispensability of logical demon- 
stration for true imdn implies naturally that there can be no imdn before 
demonstration. Now this thesis, if pushed to its logical limit, could be 
interpreted to mean that as long as man does not establish his belief on a 
logical proof, he is not by any means a Believer but he is rather a Doubter 
Cshákk). Since, however, no one would try to prove rationally anything 
unless he is in doubt and uncertainty about it, the above thesis would imply 
that no one would be a real Believer unless he has experienced doubt about 
God and His Apostle, 

This conclusion is simply attributed by Ibn Hazm to Ash'arism. The 
Ash'arites, according to him, are impudent enought to assert that nobody 
can have the right sort of islûm (and imdn) until he becomes first a 
Doubter and a non-Believer after the age of maturity. 

By God, we have never heard of anybody more profoundly Kafir than 
these people who assert that nobody can be a Muslim unless he 
entertains a doubt about God and about the truth of Prophethood, 
about whether the Apostle of God is truthful or а liar!.... Their 
55) ibid. p. 40 
56) V. pp. 31-1 and IV, pp. 216217 
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argument is that there can be no imdn in the true sense of the 
word except through kufr, nor can there be any true ‘assent’ tasdiq 
except through denial; that one can attain God's satisfaction only 
by doubting Him; that he who has come to believe firmly with his 
heart and to confess with the tongue that God is his Lord, there 
being no other god than God, and that Muhammad is the Apostle 
of God, and that the religion of Islam is the religion of God, there 
being no other religion, is a Kafir and a Mushrik.” 

These people, Ibn Hazm points out, say that ‘doubt’ is indispensable to 
the existence of real imam; if so, what will become of those who entertain 
doubt and then cannot resolve it however much they іту?" 

What a shamelessness, what a foolishness! They do not even fix 
the period during which one should be in search of a logical proof. 
According to this theory (may God curse it, those who uphold it 
and those who invite others to it!), miserable indeed will be the 
destiny of a man who accepts this advice from these people (which 
is nothing but an advice of the cursed Satan!) and really entertains 
doubt about God and Prophethood, and engages himself in a fruitless 
search for demonstration for days and months and years until he 
dies. Where will be his final abode? His destination will surely be 
the Fire in which, by God, he will stay forever and ever! 

Thus we know for certain that those who uphold such a thesis are 
nothing but conspirators against Islam who are trying to lay snares 
for its people and to invite them to kufr.* 

Furthermore, Ibn Hazm continues his criticism, if the demonstration in 
question is to be absolutely flawless, as it really should be, then the majority 
of men would have no access to ímám. If, on the other hand, they say 
that the demonstration may not be so rigorous, then what is the use of a 
demonstration which is easily refutable ?** 

Besides, they must be reminded of the fact that their opponents in 
theology too have done reasoning as much as they have. Their opponents 
have done reasoning but that reasoning has been wrong, they claim. Well, 
in that case, their opponents, even though they have done reasoning, are 
in the last analysis just the same as those who have never done reasoning. 
Reasoning (istidlél), in short, does not guarantee the soundness of má. 


57) ibid. V, p. 41, IV, p. 216 
зв) ibid. V, p. 41 

59) reading заман for эЧ 
6) op. cit. IV, р. 217 

61) ibid. V, p. 42 
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From this Ibn Hazm concludes : 
He who reasons often falls into a mistake. Of course it often hap- 
pens also that a man who reasons reaches truth, but that is the 
result of God's special care (and not because of his reasoning). 
Likewise, he who does not reason often falls into a mistake. It often 
happens also that such a man reaches truth by God's help, Indeed, 
“for each person is the way made easy toward that for which he has 
been created.” 
‘Thus he who happens to have reached (ie. without reasoning) a 
true thesis, for which others have established a right logical proof, 
is in the right; he is an upholder of the truth regardless of whether 
he has passed through the process of reasoning or not. And he for 
whom ‘the way has been made easy’ toward a wrong view, which 
others have proved to be wrong by logical demonstration, is an 
upholder of a wrong thesis, a man who has committed a mistake, 
or even a Kafir, regardless of whether he has reasoned or not. 
І conclude : anybody who is convinced of (the truth of) Islam in his 
heart, and expresses his conviction by his tongue is a Believer in 
the full sense of the word, a member of the people of the Garden. 
It does not matter at all whether his conviction has originated in 
mere acceptance (of a given teaching) or in the education he has 
received in childhood, or in demonstration." 


IV The locus of imán 


‘The special emphasis on the first of the three major elements of mûn, 


whether it is conceived of as ‘knowledge’ or ‘assent’, produced another 
interesting conception among the Maturidites. The key-term of this con- 
ception is mahall or mawd meaning literally a place, ie. the ‘locus’ 
of imán. And the ‘heart’ qalb is especially assigned to imdn as its proper 
locus. 


This of course should not be taken to mean that the idea is peculiar 


to the Máturidites. In fact all theologians, of whatever school and sect, 
when they speak of ‘knowledge’ or ‘assent’ as an element of imdn, almost 


#2) 
63) 


ibid. p. ал 
‘knowledge’ or ‘assent’, "verbal acknowledgment’. and ‘work’ 
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invariably add the phrase bi-al-qalb ‘with the heart’. However the emphasis 
is undoubtedly on ‘knowledge’ or ‘assent’. The ‘heart’ is not represented 
a clear conscious way as the particular ‘place’ in which the phenomenon 
of ‘assent’ takes place. The interesting point is that the Maturidites, 
obviously under the influence of Mysticism, developed a special theory of 
‘locus’ and gave it a systematic coherence. 

The idea can be traced back to Maturidi himself. In his Kitab al. 
Tawhid he repeatedly emphasizes the ‘heart’ as being the ‘locus’ of imn, 
and declares: ‘It is definite that the heart is the locus (таш?) of imán.'* 
In origin, I think, the idea was suggested by the bitter controversy evoked 
among the Muslim thinkers by the Karrámite thesis that imdn is nothing 
but a confession by the tongue. As we have seen above and shall see 
more in detail in chapter УШ, the Karrámites held that the moment one 
says `1 believe, he is a real Believer by that very declaration; absolutely 
nothing more is required of him. 

It is quite understandable that the objection to this Karràmite theory 
of imán was almost universal, It was not by any means peculiar to Maturidi 
and his followers. One of the famous Ash‘arite theoreticians, Baghdadi, for 
example, raises the same objection to the Karramites in exactly the same 
form, There are many Koranic verses, he says, which go to prove definitely 
that ‘the root (ag) of imén is in the heart (40/8), contrary to what the 
Karrámites assert." This is clearly a statement that the ‘heart’ is the locus 
of imûn. 

The same seems to be true of Máturidi, for he begins by saying, ‘there 
are people who claim that imdn is confession (igrár) by the tongue alone, 
and that there is in the heart nothing. Against this he takes the position 
that “the most appropriate place for imdn, according to both Revelation and 
Reason, is the heart (ie. not the tongue)" Не also adduces several 
Koranic verses in support of this thesis and concludes that however much 
man manifests his belief by the tongue, it is of no avail if his heart (qalb) 
contradicts what he says. 

Мана! points out that the Hadith which tells us that the Prophet 
was ‘commanded to fight the Kafirs relentlessly until they witness with the 
tongue’ does not tell us in reality that the verbal attestation itself is the 


61) Abû Mangür al-Máturldi, Kitab al-Tawhtd, Cambridge University Library, MS. Add. 
3651, fol. 387 

65) Ul, pp. 250-251. The Koranic verses adduced are XL, 14. and У, 4l. He also adduces 
а Hadith in which the prophet says: (тая does not consist in outward show or mere wishful 
thinking, but it is something grave that has established itself firmly in the heart, and cor 
roborated by works. 

68) Tawhld, fol. 381985. 
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imén, Le. the mûn with the heart. It only tells us that the verbal con- 
fession is an outward sign of тйл, and that anybody who does it may be 
treated as a Muslim in a formal and external sense, for nobody is able to 
ко inside the heart of another man. 

So we see that in this respect Maturidi’s position was not essentially 
different from others. It was originally a theoretical protest against the 
Karrámite theory of fmn. But he was inclined to emphasize the concept 
of ‘locus’ in his criticism of the Karramites. And this led to an interesting 
theory of loci, which assigns a particular ‘locus’ to each of the major func- 
tions of the religious mind. 

The following system is reproduced from the commentary of the Figh 
Akbar 1° which is, as mentioned earlier, attributed to Mituridi. It is 
interesting to note that in this commentary the Máturidite author, whoever 
Һе may be, declares that the system is that of Maturidi himself and that it 
is the only right way of distinguishing between imm and йт, In any 
event, that the system which we are going to examine here was something 
commonly accepted among the Maturidites is shown by the fact that exactly 
the same thing (with less details) is given in a short Maturidite Creed“ 
which is also (spuriously) attributed to Maturidi himself. 

The system is constituted by four kinds of the ‘knowledge’ ma‘rifah 
of God, arranged in the form of successive stages according to the degree 
of interiority of the ‘locus’ where each one of them occurs 

(1) The most exterior kind of ‘knowledge’ is йт, by which is 
meant ‘the knowledge about God without any theoretical specification. Its 
locus is the ‘bosom’ sadr.* 

(2) The second stage is ‘knowledge of God in regard to His divi 
mature (ulithiyyah)’. And its locus is the ‘heart’ qalb which is within 
the ‘bosom’, In other words, this kind of ‘knowledge’ is a degree more 
interior than the frst one. 

(3) The third stage is knowledge of God in regard to His attrib- 
utes. This is simply called ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah. Its locus is the ‘inner 
heart’ fu'dd, which is within the “heart qalb. 

(4) The fourth stage is "knowledge of God in regard to his Unicity 
Geahdániyyah). It is called ‘unification’ tawhid, and the locus assigned to 
it is the ‘innermost heart’ sirr, which is said to be within the ‘inner heart 


67) pp 67 
68) Rasa'il ft al^ Aqu'id, ed. Y.Z. Yócükdn, Istanbul, 1035, pp. 1516 

ө) is based on the Koranic verse (XXXIX, 22): “Is а man whose bosom (sadr) God 
has expanded for the Surrender (isldm) so that he be guided by a light from his Lord? 
(meaning: Is such a man to be reagaded as the same as а Kafr’) 
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The Máturidite commentator of the Figh Akbar | adduces here XXIV, 
35 and asserts that these four stages of ‘knowledge’ are symbolically referred 
to in this verse. The verse, which is extremely beautiful in imagery, reads : 
‘God is the Light of the heavens and the earth. His light may be compared 
to a niche wherein is а lamp. The lamp is in a glass, and the glass looks 
as if it were a glittering star. It (ie. the lamp) has been kindled (with 
the oil) from a blessed tree, an olive tree neither of the East nor of the 
West, whose oil almost glows forth of itself even if no fire touches it 
Light upon light! God, indeed, guides unto His Light whom He will. 
Thus does God speak to men in allegories’. 

In this allegorical passage, he says, the ‘niche’ mishkdt symbolizes the 
‘bosom’ " the locus of the first stage of ‘knowledge’. Likewise, the 
‘glass’ zujájah symbolizes the ‘heart’ qalb, the ‘lamp’ misbéh symbolizes the 
‘inner heart’ fu'éd, and the ‘tree’ shajarah symbolizes the ‘innermost heart 
sirr. 


The ‘innermost heart’ sir, however, is not the ultimate end of the 
series. There is within the ‘innermost heart’ something still more interior. 
This something is called khafiyy which means literally ‘hidden’, that is, the 
"hidden core of the innermost heart’. This is the locus of the Light of 
Divine guidance Quir al-hiddyah). Man carries the khafîyy in himself, 
and yet it is absolutely beyond the control of man himself. 


The process by which a man who is straying from the right path of 
belief is led to imdn and gradually becomes а perfect Muslim is described 
by reversing the order of the interiorization of the ‘knowledge’. Six stage 
are distinguished here. 

(1) The first stage refers to the very awakening of imdn in the 
human heart, which is, as we have just seen, an event entirely beyond the 
power of man, When God wills to guide an erring man to the right path, 
He throws His light into the ‘hidden core’ of the innermost heart. It is 
kindled and begins to shine forth. And this is the meaning of the expres 
sion ‘a man guided by a light from his Lord’ in the above-quoted Koranic 
verse." 

(2) Then at the second stage, this light reaches the ‘innermost heart 
When this happens, the man begins to do the work of ‘unification’ tawhid, 
that is, he realizes the absolute unicity of God and quits the worship of 
idols. 

(3) The light does not stop at the second stage but continues to 
70) Koran, XXXIX, 22, cf. note (69) 
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extend its brightness till it reaches the “inner heart’. Then the man acquires 
the ‘knowledge’ that is, he comes to know God with all His attributes. 

(4) From there the light still continues to shine forth until it reaches 
the "heart. This is the stage of imdn ie. the knowledge of God with 
regard to His divine nature. 

(8) From there the light reaches the ‘bosom’, and that is the stage 
at which islém is actualized. 

(6) Finally, the light extends to the whole of the bodily members. 
When this stage is reached, the man avoids doing acts of disobedience and 
tries to comply with the commandments. Only when the man responds 
actively to this practical requirement, is he а GodÁearing (tagiyy) Believer 
corresponding to the Koranic verse, ‘Verily the noblest of you all in the 
sight of God is one who is the most God-fearing’' If, on the contrary, 
he does not respond to it, he is deprived of the quality of taqwd. If he 
commits acts of disobedience, he is qualified with ‘sinfulness’ fisq; his 
destiny is in danger because of his 50, but there is still some hope of 
salvation because of his ímán. 

The four degrees of ‘knowledge’, ie. tawhid, ma'rifah, imán and 
islám, are called the ‘four principles’ ‘ugiid arba'ah. They are not exactly 
one and the same thing and yet they are not completely different from 
each other. The combination of the four constitutes ‘religion’ dim. And 


this is what is meant by the Koranic verse, ‘Verily the religion in the sight 
of God is Islam'/* 


CHAPTER VII 


BELIEF AS ASSENT 


1 Knowledge and assent 


Up till now we have been considering the first constituent of iman as 
"knowledge! ma'rifah, In the history of Islamic theology we remark another 
important current which is often consciously and positively opposed to the 
identification of the first element of imn with ‘knowledge’. The theologians 
of this second tendency prefer to define imdn by ‘assent’ fagdiq instead of 
"knowledge. They point out invariably that the word ímám itself means 
etymologically ‘assent’, and that this must also be the basic theological 
meaning of the term. 

It is really remarkable that even in the Hanafite school of theology 
which, as we have seen in the preceding pages, emphasizes so much the 
importance of ‘knowledge’, no less a theologian than Máturidi himself takes 
the position that imm should be understood in terms of ‘assent’, not 
‘knowledge’. 

In his Kitáb al-Tawhid he begins by pointing out, as is commonly 
done, that imdn means in Arabic ‘assent’ tasdig.' Basing himself on this 
linguistic fact, he then goes on to develop his original argument against 
those who claim that what happens in the heart of a Believer is ‘knowledge’ 
only. 

He draws attention first of all to the fact that the concept of imdn 
stands in opposition to the concept of kufr. This conceptual opposition of 
їтйп and kufr is universally and unanimously acknowledged by all Muslims. 
Now ‘knowledge’ is a concept opposed to ‘ignorance’ jahdlah. So if imán 
is to be equated with ‘knowledge’, kufr would have to be equated with 
"ignorance But in reality kufr does not mean ‘ignorance’. Kufr means 
‘giving the lie’ fakdhib or ‘covering up (the truth)’, faghtiyah, and a Кабг 
is a man who denies the truth of something, ‘who gives the lie to some. 
body’ mukadhdhib (lit. one who does takdhib). А man who does not 
know a truth is never called for that reason a mukadhdhib ; he is simply 
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‘ignorant’ jáhil of it 
This does not mean, however, that ‘knowledge’ has nothing at all to 
do with imdn, The two are intimately connected with each other. And 
the relation between them is a causal one. In other words, ‘knowledge’ is 
a cause of imén, just as ‘ignorance’ is often a cause of kufr. 
Ímán with the heart is strictly speaking not ‘knowledge’. Only 
‘knowledge’ is a cause which induces ‘assent’, just as ‘ignorance’ 
induces in many cases the attitude of “giving the lie’..... 
Not everybody who does not know something can rightly be described 
as а mukadhdhib, nor can everybody who knows it be justifiably 
described as a man who assents to it. Since, however, ‘knowledge’ 
tends to call forth ‘assent’ as ‘ignorance’ tends to call forth denial, 
imán is often called ‘knowledge’ in regard to its ‘cause’. This does 
not mean that ‘knowledge’ is really mûn itself. 
How could we otherwise explain the Koranic verse (XVI, 106)?: 
"Whoso disbelieves in God after having believed in Him (lit after 
his imán) —except those who are forced thereto, their hearts being 
happily content with imdn—but whoso is happy with kufr, upon 
them will be wrath from God! If what is in the heart were 
‘knowledge’ only, kufr would not be able to remove and eliminate 
it. Moreover, the condition mentioned here (of their hearts being 
happily content with imdn) would be completely pointless. In fact, 
it happens very often that a man, in order to protect himself from 
suffering wrongful treatment, adopts something which is quite different 
from what he knows to be the truth. He does so only for self. 
protection. In such a case the ‘happy contenment of the heart is 
his condition (ie. is the evidence that he still keeps his (mn intact.)* 
In brief, according to Maturidi, mûn may actually be caused by 
‘knowledge’, but the latter is far from constituting the essence of imê 
imén is rather an ‘assent’ which is of such a nature that the man who 
has it feels in himself a profound contentment (tuma'ninah) arising from 
the unshakable conviction. 


As a typical example of a more elaborate and theoretical argument 
against the equation of imdn and ‘knowledge’, we shall examine Taftzini's 
discussion of this problem, which he develops in his commentary on the 
Creed of Nasafi. 

Some of the Qadarites* assert that ímán is nothing but ‘knowledge’ 


2) ibid. pp. 390-391 
3) ie. the Mu'taziites 
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ma'rifah. The authorities of our school“ are agreed that this position 
is untenable. 
The reason why they think so is as follows. The people of Scripture’ 
(at the time of Muhammad) knew very well that Muhammad was a 
Prophet ‘just as they knew their own sons’* And yet they were 
Kafirs because they lacked taşdiq. 
Another reason is that there were among the Káfirs those who knew 
the truth perfectly and yet denied it because of stubbornness and 
arrogance, as the Koran says (XXVII, 14): ‘They denied them (ie 
the signs) because of stubbornness and arrogance, although their 
souls had no doubt that they were true'. 
Thus it is clear that there is a fundamental difference between simply 
‘knowing’ some propositions and being certain of their truth on the 
one hand and ‘assenting’ fasdiq to them and ‘believing’ i'tiqád them. 
So that only the latter deserves the name of imán, not the former.’ 
It is not Taftazáni's intention, however, simply to dismiss ‘knowledge’ 
as something alien to ímán. Just as Máturid! recognizes ‘knowledge’ as а 
cause inducing to imn, Taftazini recognizes it as the ground and basis of 
imdn, The latter contains something additional to mere ‘knowledge’. And 
that something is a ‘free choice’ ikhtiydr. Suppose somebody has given 
you a piece of information. You know it. But it is not yet your belief. 
Only when you ‘bind your heart’ to that information, which you already 
know is true, does it become imdn. And that is the meaning of ‘assent’ 
tasdiq. 


As some of the authoritative scholars have said, ‘assent’ means the 
binding the heart to a piece of information given by somebody else, 
which one already knows to be true. In this sense ‘assent’ is an 
act of acquisition (kasbi) which is realized by the free and voluntary 
choice of one who assents. 

And because it is an act of acquisition, it is likely to be rewarded 
(by God), and it is placed at the head of all religious duties. In 
this respect it is quite different from ‘knowledge’, for the latter often 
occurs without any act of acquisition on the part of man, as for 
example when one happens to see some material object and it 
produces immediately the ‘knowledge’ that it is a wall or a stone. 


A) Taftazáni is speaking here as a representative of Ash'arite Orthodoxy 
5) like the Jews and the Christians. 

5) Reference to П. 146: "Those unto whom We have given the Scripture recognize (the 
Koran) as they recognize their sons. And yet some of them conceal the truth “knowingly 
7) Тайаайт, p. i6 
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Assent’ is that you attribute truth by your free and voluntary choice 
to a piece of information in such a way that if exactly the same 
thing occurred in your heart without involving your free choice, it 
would not be ‘assent’ though it might very well be ‘knowledge’ 

The problem of tasdiq is made complicated by the fact that it is also 
one of the most basic terms in the science of logic. Tasdiq in the purely 
logical sense is the occurrence of a certain psychological state, and in that 
sense it does not involve any voluntary act. It occurs when we first 
represent in our mind a (logical) relation between two things,’ being in 
doubt whether to affirm or negate the relation, and then there comes to us 
a proof in favor of affirming the relationship. What occurs in such a case 
in our mind is the rational acknowledgment of the existence of the relation 
between the two terms. And this is the meaning of tasdiq in the logical 
sense. As a pure logical process, it does not seem to involve any act of 
free and voluntary choice. 

And yet there is a certain respect in which the occurrence of the 
psychological state here in question is induced by an act of free and 
voluntary choice in that it involves a process of examining the pos 
sible causes, speculating, removing the obstacles and the like. It is 
in this respect that imn assumes the nature of a duty imposed 
upon man. And it is because of this aspect that imdn is said to be 
a matter of acquisition and voluntary choice. Mere 'knowledge is 
not sufficient to produce fasdiq in this sense, because the former 
can very well occur without the latte: 

And thus Taftazani reaches the conclusion that fasdiq is a ‘positive 
knowledge acquired by free choice’ and that ímán is nothing other than 
that.* 


Are we justified then in equating imán and tasdiq completely? Tafta- 
завіз argument seems to endorse this equation. Some theologians take 
objection to it. Ibn Hazm is one of them. Here again his objection is 
based on his original linguistic theory. As we saw in an earlier context, 
his linguistic theory consists, in brief, in asserting that when God used 
Arabic as the language of the Koranic revelation, He assigned to each one 
of the key-terms а very peculiar meaning which specialized it in a definite 
way. Starting from the originally given meaning of a word, He transferred 


в) p. 446 

9) meaning thereby two terms one of which will form the subject of a proposition and the 
other the predicate. 

10) op. cit. pp. 447-149 
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and transposed the word semantically from its proper place, and made out 
of it a special kind of technical term. Thus we have in the Koran a set 
of divinely-instituted technical terms. And since the meanings of these 
technical terms have been determined by God Himself, no one has the right 
to interfere with them. 

Thus in regard to the words of this kind, Ibn Hazm distinguishes 
between lexical meaning and technical meaning. Confusion between the 
two is, in his opinion, largely responsible for confused thinking in the field 
of theology. The word imám affords a typical example of such a case. 

Lexically, the most basic meaning of imm is tasdiq both by the 
heart and by the tongue. In this sense, when a man assents to 
anything whatsoever, that is imm. There is no specification at all 
as to what he assents. 

However, God has, through the intermediary of His Apostle, narrowed 
down the meaning of the word imdn to believing with the heart in 
specifically limited number of things. In this particular sense it is 
no longer mere believing in anything whatsoever. Furthermore, He 
has included in the meaning of imdn the verbal acknowledgment 
of these narrowly specified things. God has also included therein 
‘works’ done by bodily members as an expression of exclusive obe- 
dience to Сой" 

In the context of the Divine Law God has thus transposed (nagala) 
the name of imán from its proper original place in Arabic to a 
different place, and prohibited in the field of theology and juris- 
prudence the application of this word to mere fasdig. If it were 
not for this Divine transposition of the word imám, even all Кай 
on the earth would have to be called Believers (men of imdn), and 
we would have to admit that there is imdn in them, because they 
too believe undoubtedly in many things in this world and assent to 
them." 

In truth, however, no one is entitled to be called a Believer unless he 
fulfils all the conditions laid down by God in the Koran. This is why, Ibn 
Hazm goes on to assert, the Christians and the Jews are not Believers in 
the true sense of the word, and their belief cannot be regarded as true 
imn. The Jews, for example, acknowledge the Unicity of God and the 
11) These specified objects of tazdfq are given in Figal, IV, p. 190. They are: God, His 
Apostle, all that is taught in the Koran, the final resurrection, the Garden, the Fire, worship, 
зай, and all other things without assenting to which no one, according to the unanimous 
Consensus of the Community, can be considered а Believer 


12) Figal IV, p. 192 
13) ibid. p. 205 
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his definition is: "mun... is fagdiq to God’, Не emphasizes that this is 
linguistically the only legitimate interpretation of the word imdn. He reminds 
us that the Koran was revealed in Arabic, implying thereby that in inter 
preting the key Koranic terms we must respect the common linguistic usage 
of the Arabs. The Arabs say, for example, "Soand-so believes (wt minn. 
а verbal form corresponding to imdn) in the chastisement in the grave and 
intercession (by the Prophets)’. The word yw mima in such a context 
Ash'ari says, means yusaddiqu. ie. "he considers it true’, a verbal form 
corresponding to fasdiq. 

What then was Ash'arí's real teaching about imu in its definite and 
full form? Perhaps some positive hints may be obtained from what the 
later theologians of his school report on this problem. 


Shahrastáni is definite in saying that for Ash'ari tasdiq is the only 
essential thing while ‘saying’ and ‘doing’ are merely of secondary importance, 
though they are not to be excluded from the definition of imn. 

Азап! holds : înûn is essentially tasdiq by the heart, whereas “saying” 
by the tongue and the ‘doing’ of the cardinal duties (arkdn) are 
merely its ‘branches’. So the true Believer is he who gives assent 
(saddaqa) to the Unicity of God by his heart, i.e. he who acknowl 
edges its truth. and accepts the Apostles as truthful (айд) in 
regard to what they have brought from God. The іта of such a 
man is true belief." 

This account combines the two different definitions given in Галай and 
Luma’ into one, giving each of the three elements its proper place. 

Somewhat different from this is the account given by Baghdádi in his 
Ой al-Din in that it introduces the concept of ‘knowledge’ mu'rifah as 
the very basis of fasdiq. But apart from this point, Baghdádis account 
coincides with Shahrastáni's. Here again we see /asdíq emphasized; no 
mention at all is made of ‘saying’ and ‘dı a 

Aba al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari says: imdn is the fasdiq to God and to his 
Apostles with regard to their reports, but this fasdiq is not sound 
unless accompanied by a ‘knowledge’ of God. Kufr, in his view, is 
nothing other than “giving the lie’ /akdhib (ie. to God and the 
Apostles). 

Baghdadi in his Farq is more explicit. In a chapter in which he 
enumerates fifteen essential dogmas that are common to all the People of 
the Sunnah, he says 
›› Mill, pp. Uw. 
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attribution of this thesis to Ash'ari is certainly wrong. What then was the 
real teaching of Ash‘ari? To give a proper answer to this basic question 
is. as I have just said, far more difficult than it looks. 


The difficulty just mentioned comes from the fact that divergent descrip- 
tions of the Ash'arite position have been handed down to us. Ash'ari him- 
self, to begin with, gives two completely different definitions of iman 
his two main theological works, Kitdb al-Ibanah and Kitab аита" 
Besides it seems to have been even a common knowledge among his later 
followers that he gave divergent definitions to imûn on various occasions. 
AL-Rawdah al-Bahiyyah, for instance, explicitly states that Ash‘ari explained 
the meaning of imn by tasdiq, but as to the meaning of this latter word 
itself, he gave different answers.” 

In the Ibdnah he, as a conscious representative of Orthodoxy, states 
formally : 

We assert that isl is a wider concept than imdn, not all islûm 
being тёп (while all imdn is necessarily islém), and that бийл is 
‘saying’ and ‘doing’, and is capable of increasing and decreasing."* 

In this statement the most important part for our present concern is 
the sentence "ийн is saying and doing, alimán qawl waamal, It is 
really remarkable that he does not even mention tasdig. In other words, 
of the three basic elements of imén he only mentions the second, ie. 
"verbal confession’ and the third, ie. ‘good works, and completely omits 
the first. Examination of another definition of imn given in Luma’ 
makes it clear that this omission does not imply that he does not consider 
tasdiq essential. On the contrary, he considers tasdiq so important and 
essential that it needs no explicit mention. We must keep in mind that 
Ash‘ari’s intention in this first definition of imdn is chiefly polemical. Here 
he is only interested i tes and in emphasizing 
that the second and the third element should not be excluded from the 
conceptual structure of imán. 

In his Luma’ Азап! mentions neither ‘saying’ nor ‘doing’. This time 
tead of 249 bi-al-qalb in his description of the Ash‘arite 


1 and Jahm im the same class of heterodoxy. and says 
i and the Ash'artes) нан is т than knowledge 


(т^ лай) of God by the heart 
thesis, Hee 


his heart God, he is a Muslim belonging to the peuple of the Garden. 
TD opo 

18) Kitdb аі ыда. Vaydarabud, 2ed. (iN, p. 7 

19) Kitab al-Luma fi al-Radd àlà. AM al Zaygh wa-al-Bida’, ed. Richard J. McCarthy. Beirut. 
los, фин) 
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his definition is: ‘fan... is fagdiq to God’. He emphasizes that this is 
linguistically the only legitimate interpretation of the word тйл. He reminds 
us that the Koran was revealed in Arabic, implying thereby that in inter- 
preting the key Koranic terms we must respect the common linguistic usage 
of the Arabs. The Arabs say, for example, "Soandso believes (уші. 
а verbal form corresponding to imén) in the chastisement in the grave and 
intercession (by the Prophets)’. The word ymin in such a context 
Ash'ari says, means yusaddiqu. ie. ‘he considers it true’, a verbal form 
corresponding to tasdiq. 

What then was Ash'aris real teaching about imdn in its definite and 
full form? Perhaps some positive hints may be obtained from what the 
later theologians of his school report on this problem. 


Shahrastani is definite in saying that for Азап fasdiq is the only 
essential thing while ‘saying’ and ‘doing’ are merely of secondary importance, 
though they are not to be excluded from the definition of imn. 

Ash'ari holds : imdi is essentially tasdiq by the heart, whereas ‘saying’ 
by the tongue and the ‘doing’ of the cardinal duties (arkdn) are 
merely its ‘branches’. So the true Believer is he who gives assent 
(saddaga) to the Unicity of God by his heart, ie. he who acknowl 
edges its truth, and accepts the Apostles as truthful (taşdîq) in 
regard to what they have brought from God. The imdn of such a 
man is true belief." 

This account combines the two different definitions given in Ibdnah and 
Luma’ into one, giving each of the three elements its proper place. 

Somewhat different from this is the account given by Baghdádi in his 
Usiil al-Din in that it introduces the concept of ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah as 
the very basis of fasdiq. But apart from this point, Baghdádi's account 
coincides with Shahrastáni's. Here again we see tasdiq emphasized; no 
mention at all is made of ‘saying’ and ‘doing’. 

Abû al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari says: бийл is the fagdig to God and to his 
Apostles with regard to their reports, but this /asdiq is not sound 
unless accompanied by a ‘knowledge’ of God. Kufr, in his view, is 
nothing other than ‘giving the lie’ /akdhib (ie. to God and the 
Apostles)."" 

Baghdadi in his Farg is more explicit. In a chapter in which he 
enumerates fifteen essential dogmas that are common to all the People of 
the Sunnah, he says 
Milal, ру. 196.139 
Usil al Din, p. 208 
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They all agree that the fundamentals of imdn are ‘knowledge’ 
ma'rifah and ‘assent’ tasdiq by the heart. The only point in which 
they differ is the question of whether ‘verbal confession’ дуй” and 
the ‘acts of obedience’ (d'á! performed by external bodily organs are 
also to be called imdn, although they unanimously admit that all 
the prescribed acts of obedience are obligatory and that the performing 
of the ordained supererogatory acts are preferable. 

If by the expression ‘they differ, еіс, he suggests that Ash'arl does 
not regard ‘saying’ and ‘doing’ as of primary significance to the concept of 
imám, this explanation of Baghdádi only corroborates the abovequoted 
statement of Shahrastáni. 

Shahrastani himself gives a more detailed account of the Ash'arite 
position in his Nihdyah al-Iqdám." He begins by saying, as indeed many 
others do, that the proper original meaning (wad alllughah) is nothing 
but tasdig, and he adds that this meaning has been acknowledged and 
confirmed by the Divine Law. 

The question to solve then is: What should we understand concretely 
by tasdiq? According to Shahrastani, Ash'ari gave to this question a 
number of answers, the main ones being the following three : 

(1) Tasdiq is the ‘knowledge’ of the existence of the Creator, His 
Divinity, His eternity (a parte ante), and His attributes. 

(2) It is (primarily) а mental speech (фаш! fi al-nafs) containing 
the ‘knowledge’. Then (at the second stage) this mental speech is 
uttered with the tongue. And this verbal confession, too, is called 
tasdiq. 

(3) The ‘doing’ of the basic religious duties is also а kind of taşdig 
in the sense that it is an outward indication (of the fagdiq), just as 
the verbal confession is /agdiq in that it is an outward indication of 
the mental assent. 

From this Shahrastani draws the conclusion that, in Ash'ari's view, the 
idea subsisting in the heart is the root, of which ‘verbal confession’ and 
‘work’ are but outward indications. 

Then Shahrastáni gives another definition of iman, which is, as he 
says, attributed to Ash'ari by some of his followers, and which equates тйл 
and shahádah or the “formal confession of faith’. 

Ímán is essentially a ‘knowledge’ that God and His Apostle are 
truthful in whatever they have said. The minimum measure by 


22) Fara, р. 343 
28) ed. Alfred Guillaume, Lon 
м) ibid. p. 172 
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which a man becomes (formally) a Believer, and which constitutes 
the general obligation upon both the common people and the learned. 
is that he testifies that there is no god but God, there being no 
Partner in His kingdom mor an equal in all His Divine attributes 
nor anyone to share with Him His acts, and that Muhammad is Hi 
Apostle whom He has sent with guidance and the religion of truth 
so that he might make it overcome all other religions.'* 

Does this mean that, according to Ash'ari, the shahddah or the formal 
confession of faith by the tongue is the most fundamental part of imdn? 
Shahrastini says No. Here again Shahrastini tries to convince us that 
what is important is not merely the shahádah itself, but the shahádah 
as the direct expression of the inward acceptance and attestation. In other 
words, ‘tasdiq with the heart is the most fundamental element. Simple 
verbal confession is valueless unless it is based on the particular state of 
the mind called /asdiq. 

We all know that the Prophet explicitly invited men to say the 
shahddah with its two parts, namely, that there is no god but God 
and that Muhammad is the Apostle of God. However, we know 
definitely also that he was never satisfied with people saying the 
shahddah as mere words, while concealing in the heart what contra: 
dicts it. Both the Koran and the Prophet call such people ‘hypocrites’ 
and the Koran denies the existence of im in them, and accuses 
them of ‘lying’ and calls them ‘liars’. 

From this it is known for certain that /asdiq by the heart is the 
most important thing, while confession by the tongue is but an 
expression of it. The mental acceptance (ugd) is the real source. 
and ‘saying’ only serves to express it outwardly. When it is impos 
sible to attest by the tongue, the mental acceptance suffi 

‘Thus the last two passage which we have quoted has made it clear 
that according to Shahrastáni, Ash'ari recognized as the minimum require 
ment for the existence of real imdn in the heart just the amount of inner 
conviction which. when expressed verbally, would assume the form of 
shahádah. Тһе comparison of the two passages also makes it clear that 
the ‘knowledge’ ma’rifah to which reference is made at the beginning of 
the first quotation is nothing but this inner conviction, that is, fasdiq. The 
‘knowledge’ here does not mean a perfect and fully detailed knowledge of 
God. It would be too much to demand of the people anything like a 


а. y. атт 
чай bi-alqalb тиса al-rukn al argum. p. 125 
op. cit. p. ATA. p. ATA 
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perfect knowledge of God. 
It is true that the Prophet was not satisfied with mere saying of the 
shahádah which was not based on inner conviction, but, on the 
other hand, he did not impose upon all men the duty of ‘knowing’ 
God as He really is, for that was evidently something far beyond 
the capacity of all men. 
‘The best way to convince us of this is for us to see that God knows 
all the objects of His knowledge in full detail, and knows that He 
is the Creator of all that is created individually, and knows all that 
he wills from the creatures and for the creatures, whereas man does 
not and cannot know these things. All that is required of him is to 
know that there is no god but God. 
‘This kind of ‘knowledge’ depends upon the most evident proofs 
which the Divine Revelation itself has given him. Otherwise, the 
imposition of the duty of ‘knowledge’ would simply be asking for 
something which is beyond the reach of the ability of the ordinary 
human." 

Here we see ‘knowledge’ and ‘assent’ completely identified with each 
other on a certain level of understanding which is within the reach of the 
common people. At the same time we see that, if Shahrastáni's account 
of the Ash'arite position is true, it would be quite wrong to ascribe to 
Аай the thesis of the kufr al^ámmah. 

In any case, the shahádah, backed by fasdiq, is for Ash'ari the pra 
standard by which one could judge whether a man is a Believer or not 
‘This implies, of course, that anybody who says the shahádah in a meaning: 
ful way should not be lightly called а Кабг. 

Anybody who does that (ie. the shahddah), without denying any- 
thing which the Prophet has brought or which God has revealed, is 
a Believer. And if such a man dies in this state, he is a Believer 
both in the sight of God and of man. Only when a man—God 
forbid !—does something which would contradict this kind of imn. 
is he to be judged а Кабг. 

In case a man belongs to a school of thought which compels him. 
because of some theoretical principle peculiar to it, to oppose any of 
the fundamentals of Islam, he must not be judged a Кабг in the 
absolute sense. He must be regarded rather as a man of error and 
innovation. His final judgement in the Hereafter as to whether he 
should stay in the Fire eternally or merely temporarily is in God's hand. 


20 ibid. рр. 11 
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The last few paragraphs have introduced the concept of the shahádah 
Now in whatever way we understand the word, it is certain that the 
shahádah is a kind of ‘saying’ qawl. And qat is, as 1 remarked several 
times, the second constituent of the concept of imûn. The next chapter 
will be devoted to a discussion of the problems raised in the history of 
Muslim theology by this aspect of imdn. 


CHAPTER VIII 


BELIEF AND VERBAL CONFESSION 


1 Which is more important, fasdiq or iqrár ? 


As we have seen in the preceding pages, by far the most important 
constituent of imdn is, in the view of Ash'ari, definitely ‘assent’ /asdiq, i.e. 
inner conviction. T'asdiq is the ‘pillar’ rukn of imán, The remaining two 
elements, ‘verbal attestation or confession’ igrdr and "work mal are also 
important, but not to the degree of constituting side by side with fasdiq 
what we might call the ‘pillars’ arkán of ímán. There is only one ‘pillar’ 
in imén, and igrár and ата! are after all of secondary importance. We 
are not absolutely sure that such was really the personal opinion of Ashi 
himself, because in those of his works that have come down to us, Ash'ari 
does not seem to be very much interested in discussing the problem of the 
essential conceptual constitution of fmûn. But at least such is his view as 
we understand it from Shahrastáni's description 
The same interpretation of Ash'ari's position on this problem is offered 
also by Taftazint in the above-mentioned commentary on Nasafí's Creed. 
Commenting on Nasafi's statement that imn is the fasdiq of what has 
come from God and the igrár of it, a statement which, as we see, regards 
the two elements as equally important, Taftazàni tries to interpret it in 
such a way that we should feel forced to admit the existence of a remark 
able difference in importance between them. The following is the inter 
pretation which he offers. 
However (there is a difference between the two) in that /asdiq is 
the ‘pillar’ which does not allow of being neglected at any time. 
whereas iqrár allows of it depending upon circumstances, like when 
one is under compulsion. .... True, there are some scholars who 
assert, just as Nasafi does, that йтін consists of tasdiq and igrár 
equally. But the majority of the most reliable authorities take the 
position that imdn is essentially nothing but tasdiq by the heart and 
that igrár is only a condition for a man being recognized formally 
as а Muslim as far as the life of the present world is concerned 
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Because in their view fagdiq by the heart is a matter of mental state 
which necessarily requires an outward sign. 
In the light of this, he who does /agdiq by the heart and yet does 
not express it by the tongue must be regarded as a Believer in the 
sight of God although he is not a Believer from the point of view 
of the qualifications peculiar to the present world. He who makes 
а confession of belief by the tongue but does not do fasdiq by the 
heart, as in the case of a hypocrite, is exactly the opposite of this 
(ie. he may pass for a Believer in this world, but is not one in the 
sight of God) and this is the position represented by Abû Mansür 
(Maturidi).' 

Against this one may argue by saying, "Yes, imdn is certainly fagdiq. 


But fasdiq according to the common linguistic usage of Arabic can be 
nothing other than fasdiq by the tongue. Besides, the Prophet and his 
Companions were quite satisfied with the two sentences of the shahddah as 
a definite sign of a Believer, and readily recognized this person's imán 


without probing further into what was 


len in his heart’. Taftazàni's 


reply to this objection is an follows : 


A man who only confesses by the tongue is fully entitled to be 
called a Believer from a purely linguistic point of view. There can 
be no dispute about that. Such a person is to be regarded and 
treated as a Believer as far as outward rules of social life are 
concerned. The real issue, however, turns round the question of 
whether such a man is a Believer before God. 

It is true that the Prophet and those who followed him used to 
judge anybody who pronounced the formula of the shahádah to be 
a Believer. But it is also true that they judged all hypocrites to be 
Kars. This indicates that the mere action of the tongue is not at 
all sufficient to constitute imn. 

Furthermore, the Consensus confirms the ímán of one who has tasdiq 
in the heart and intends to confess it verbally, but who is impeded 
by an obstacle like natural dumbness and the like. 

Thus it is clear that the essence of imn is not the mere matter of 
pronouncing the shahádah as the Karrimites claim it to be. 


The last sentence of the passage just quoted refers to the Karrimites, 


the followers of Muhammad b. Karrám.' as those who claim that mûn is 


1) Taftazint, ор. cit, pp. 438499 
2) ibid. pp. 140-443 
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nothing but a matter of pronouncing the shahddah-formula. 

In fact, the Karrámites are the real representatives of the thesis that 
imn is nothing but ‘saying’ qatol. They stand out so conspicuously in 
the history of Muslim theology because they formulated this thought in 
such an extreme form. But in a more or less moderate form, the element 
of ‘saying’ was often emphasized by non-Karrámites as well. There were 
even a few who went to the same degree of extremism as the Karrámites. 

According to Ibn Hazm,* for example, the Fudaylites or Fudayliyyah 
a subsect of the Sufriyyah, who were themselves а subsect of the Khá 
jites, held : 

He who says "There is no god but God and Mubammad ix the 
Apostle of God’ by his tongue is a true Muslim and Believer in the 
sight of God, even if he does not believe that in his heart, nay. 
even if he believes in kufr or materialistic Atheism or Judaism or 
Christianity. Whatever he believes with his heart, it does not matter 
so long as he says by the tongue what happens to be true. 

And Азан, who divides the Shi'ite Rawédfid into three main groups. 
says that the first group, which comprises the majority of the Rawûfid. 
take the following position > 

Imén is essentially the igrár of God, His Apostle, and the Im 
together with all that has come from these three 

But the ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah of all this is also obligatory. So he 
who acknowledges verbally and has, in addition, the obligatory kind 
of ‘knowledge’ is a Believer-Muslim, while he who merely acknowledres 
verbally and does not ‘know’ is a Muslim but not а Believer. 


As а moderate form of the emphasis on ‘saying’, 1 think we may 
mention the attitude peculiar to the school of Abû Hanifah. It is highly 
remarkable in this respect that the Hanafite Creeds usually put ‘saying’ 
in the first place in the definition of imm. In order to understand the 
significance of this fact we must remember that the commonly accepted 
orthodox definition invariably puts fasdiq in the first place, then igrár. 
then finally mal, this order being the index of the relative importance of 
the three elements. 

Viewed in this light, it is significant that the Hanafite Creeds usually 
give ‘saying’ the first place. Wasiyyah Abi Hanifah, for example. defines 
imûn as follows: ‘hndn consists in (1) igrdr by the tongue and (2) tasdiq 


0 Fügal, IV, p. 190 
5) Magalat, p 53 
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(var. ‘and ma'rifah') by the heart" It is not that the Hanafite Creeds of 
this type put an exclusive emphasis on verbal confession as the Karrimites 
do. Тһе definition just quoted mentions tasdiq and ma'rifah as the second 
constituent element of imdn. Besides, immediately following the definition 
the Creed makes its own position quite clear by remarking: ‘Igrdr alone 
does not constitute imdn, for, if it did, all the hypocrites would be Believers. 
Neither does ma‘rifah alone constitute imdn, for if it did, all the People 
of Scriptures would be Believers’. What really matters is the relative 
importance of fasdiq and igrár. By giving igrdr the first place in the 
order, the Creed suggests that it is the most important element in imán. 

The fact that the Hanafite theologians attached an extremely great 
importance to igrdr is shown still more clearly by ће Fiqh Akbar Il. It 
is really remarkable that the commentator goes to the length of stating 
explicitly that igrár is a ‘pillar’ of imán. 

Instead of adopting the usual form of the definition of imdn Cimdn 
consists in tasdiq, igrár, and tamal'), this Creed defines it in a very original 
way. From the outset it emphasizes the importance of ‘saying’ itself as the 
pivotal point of the monotheistic belief (tawhid), and then enumerates the 
cardinal tenents which a true Believer is supposed to ‘say’ that he believes in. 

The root of the monotheistic belief and the very basis on which 
stands the true faith consist in a man's saying ‘I believe in God, 
His angels, His books, His Apostles, the resurrection after death, the 
decree by God of both good and evil, the final account, the balance, 
the Garden and the Fire, and that all these things are true.” 

Concerning the expression ‘consist in а man's saying ....°, the Hanafite 
commentator makes the following very interesting remark : 

Note that the author does not say here ‘the root of the monotheistic 
belief etc. consists in a man's believing in God. He says, instead. 
*,...consist in a man's saying’. The underlying intention is to show 
that igrár is a ‘pillar’ of imán, for the essence of imán consists in 
the iqrár and the tasdiq of the six things mentioned." 


Similarly in the ‘Agidah attributed to Maturidi the first place is given 
to igrár by the tongue, tasdiq by the heart being put in the second place. 
6) Wagiyyah АМ Hantfah, llaydarabad. 1321 А.Н. p. 75. Cf. Wensinck, op. ci. p. 125. 
Creed, by the way, regards "work! as esentilly extraneous to тан (cf. Wensinck, pp. 
зв, Article 5). We shall come back to thie point in the next chapter. 

т) aLFiqh al-Aklar attributed to Abû LJanifah. te which reference hax been made earlier as 
the Figh Akbar Il. pp. З 
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although both are considered equally essential to imdn. 

Imán consists in igrár by the tongue and tasdiq by the heart. If a 
man does not confess by the tongue despite his ability to do so (ie. 
when there is no natural hindrance like dumbness, etc.), he is not a 
Believer. Likewise, if he confesses without any inner conviction 
and dies in that state, he is not a Believer. For the neglect of 
expressing himself explicitly, without there being any reasonable 
excuse for the neglect, is a sign which shows that there is in fact 
по tasdig."* 

It is clear that, with the Hanafites, the first place given to igrár is 
simply a matter of psychological emphasis. In other words, of the two 
elements of imén, igrár receives psychologically a slightly greater emphasis 
than fasdiq, Otherwise both are equally essential. Although igrár is of 
primary importance, it is not important to such an extent that it would 
dispense with inner conviction. When the importance of igrdr is pushed 
to such an extreme degree, we obtain the typically Karrámite thesis. 


H The Karrámite theory of imán 


The Karramites are notorious for their thesis that imn is ‘saying’ by 
the tongue, nothing else, In this respect they form a striking contrast 
within the same camp of Murji'ism with the Jahmites who hold that італ 
is inner conviction, nothing else. 

Ibn Hazm, who regards the Karrámites and Jahmites as the two extremes 
of Murji'ism, brings out the basic contrast in the following way : 

The Karrimites assert : imdn is nothing but ‘saying’ by the tongue 
(As long as а man declares verbally that he believes) he is a Believer 
in the sight of God even if his inner conviction be kufr. He is a 
‘friend’ of God, and (in the Hereafter) he will be among the people 
of the Garden, 

The Jahmites assert: тйл is nothing but a matter of mental con 
viction (ugd bialqalb). Even if а man openly declares kufr without 
tagiyyah, even if he worships idols or attaches himself to Judaism 
or Christianity in the midst of the domain of Islam, even if he 


10) ibid. 820. ‘The last sentence refers of course to the case in which man does not confess 
by the tongue. 
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adores the Cross and expresses his belief in the Trinity in the midst 
of the domain of Islam, and dies in that state. (as long as he h 
the right kind of conviction in his heart) he is in the sight of God 
а Believer with perfect imûn, and a ‘friend’ of God, a member of 
the people of the Garden." 

‘This description of the Karrimite thesis by Ibn Lazm represents the 
typical form in which it has been pictured by the popular mind. In this 
sense, it gives us an idea of the most common popular reaction against the 
Karrimite heresy. However, as a description of the historical fact about 
the latter, it is not correct, particularly in one point. 

From the fact that Ibn Karrim taught that whoever did igrdr was a 
true Believer, many people jumped to the conclusion that in his view a 
man who said ‘I believe’ by the tongue, without having fasdiq in his heart. 

was а Believer in the sight of God and would be in the Hereafter in 

the Garden forever. But this is simply a distorted picture of the Karramite 
position, because it ignores, whether wilfully or unconsciously, the most 
important point in the Karrámites conception of ims. And by the most 
important point I mean their clear distinction between the point of view of 
the present world and that of the Hereafter. Here is what Shahrastini 
writes about it. 

The Karrámites assert: imdn is iqrár by the tongue. nothing ehe; 

it does not include tasdiq by the heart nor any external works. 

But they make a distinction between the problem of calling a man a 

Reliever in so far as the formal matters of the present world and 

the obligations of religious life are concerned on the one hand. and. 

оп the other. (the same problem) in so far as it concerns the condi. 
ions of life in the Hereafter and the final reward and punishment 
‘Thus a hypocrite is, in their view, a Believer in the true sense of 
the word as long as he lives in the present world. but he ix doomed 
to an eternal punishment (in the Fire) in the Hereafter." 


Ibn Tay 
exact and precise 
consideration 


ab's understanding of the Karrimite position ix far more 
this respect than Ibn Hazm's, He takes fully into 
inetion between the two points of view and emphasizes 
the pivotal importance of it in evaluating the seemingly horrifying Karrimite 
theory of imm. Because of this basic distinction they make, he considers 
the Karrámite thesis not so bad as it is commonly thought to be. lt is 
certainly an ‘innovation, bid'ah and a wrong view. but the Jahmite thesis 


п) Füal, IV, p. 204 
12, Mila p 168 
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is far worse. 
‘The Karrámites assert that a hypocrite (Munafiq) is a Believer, but 
they add that he will be in the Fire forever because he merely 
believes formally or externally, not internally. Only a man who 
believes externally as well as internally will enter the Garden.” 

It is important to see, he says, that according to the Karr 
hypocrite is doomed to Hell. ‘This means that in this world a hypocrite is 
to be classified as a Believer officially, but in the Hereafter his destiny will 
be totally different from that of a true Believer. In fact, a man who has 
in his heart adig but never confesses it by the tongue does not deserve 
the name of Believer. But fasdiq without confession is exactly the standard 
of imán for the Jahmites. In this sense, the Karrimite thesis is far better 
than the Jahmite one. From the fact that the Karrámites call a hypocrite 
а Believer, some draw the conclusion that according to the Karrimite thesis 
а hypocrite will go to Heaven, But to say such а thing is simply to tell 
а lie against the Karramites. They themselves never make such a state 
ment. 

He who ‘assents’ by his heart but does not openly confess his assent 
has absolutely no relation at all to any aspect of биби, neither in 
this world nor in the Hereafter. Nor is such a man among those 
to whom God has addressed His words: ‘O you who believe" 
Thus we know that if the Karrimite theory of imdn is fundamentally 
mistaken view and an ‘innovation’ which nobody before them has 
ever asserted, the Jahmite theory is still more mistaken, At least 
the Karrimites are more in conformity than the Jahmites with the 
usage of Arabic, the teaching of the Koran and Reason 

‘There is no doubt that the Jahmites are more corrupted than the 
Karrámites in many respects from the points of view of the Divine 
Law, the Arabic language, and Reason." 

But of course, Ibm Taymiyyah hastens to add, all this is merely a 
matter of relative superiority. The plain truth is that both theories of iid 
are wrong. What then is the right view on this particular problem? To 
this question Ibn Taymiyyah gives the following answer : 

People have produced many evidences to prove that the Karrimite 
thesis is wrong—though, to be sure, evidences of this kind are more 
numerous in the case of the Jahmite thesis —one of them, for example. 
is God's words: "And of men there are some who зау: We believe 
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in God and the Last Day, when in reality they believe not’ (Il, 8) 
They point out that here clearly God denies the existence of imán 
in the hypocrites. In my opinion this is right. For in truth a 
hypocrite cannot be a Believer. He who calls him a Believer is 
surely in the wrong. Likewise'* those in whose heart is ‘knowledge’ 
and tasdiq, but who (outwardly) deny the Apostle and oppose him 
obstinately like the Jews and others, have been called Kafirs by God 
Himself. God has never called them Believers. And they have no 
formal relation at all to any aspect of imm, whereas a hypocrite 
comes at least under the formal conditions of imán in this world. 
‘The truth of the matter is that (both the Karramites and the Jahmites 
are mistaken, for) God has denied the name of imn to those who 
confess with the tongue and (assent) with the heart as long as they 
do not ‘act’ accordingly. 

God says: "The Bedouins say: We believe. Say (unto them): You 
do not believe; say rather: We have surrendered.....The (true) 
believers are those only who believe in God and His Apostle and 
then never doubt, but strive with their possessions and lives in the 
way of God. They are the sincere (believers)'." 

Thus God has denied the name of imn to anybody who is not of 
these people, There are many other places both in the Koran and 
the Hadith, in which imdn is denied to those who do not ‘act’ in a 
proper way, just as there are many places in which the hypocrites 
are denied the attribute of тйл." 

‘The upshot of Ibn Taymiyyah’s argument is that ‘work’ ‘amal is as 
essential an element as /asdiq and iqrár, and that consequently only when 
a man combines in himself all the three is he entitled to be called a Believer 
in the full sense of the word. The Karramite thesis is in this respect 
evidently a mistake just as the Jahmite thesis is a mistake. 


There is one more point of primary importance in the Karramite theory 
of imûn which is mentioned by some heresiographers as particularly 
characteristic of the Karrámites. It is in fact a strange view, but it is 
something quite understandable if we examine carefully the logical process 
by which the Karrámites reached it, concluding it from the basic thesis 
that mûn is essentially a matter of verbal acknowledgment. 

The starting-point of the whole argument is not anything that might 
16) Reference to the Jabmite thesis 


17) Koran, ХЫХ, 1115 
18) op. cit. pp. 119-120 
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shock the common-sense. The problem concerns the validity of the firs! 
confession of faith. Suppose a man becomes a Muslim by openly confessing 
his belief in God and the Apostle. Will this first confession of his be valid 
for the rest of his life? Or should he repeat the same confession from 
time to time? 
‘The Karràmites assert that (what is decisive) is only the single 
confession (igrér fard) made at the very beginning. After that 
repetitive confession does not produce imn except in the case of an 
apostate who does the same igrár for the first time after his apostasy.” 

So far so good. Everything is quite reasonable. But here breaks in a 
reflection which leads the Karrimites to a very interesting but strange 
conception of the matter. The assertion that only the first act of confession 
is valid and that it actually invalidates all subsequent acts of the same kind 
brings into their minds the Koranic verse (VII, 172) which reads: 

And (remember) when thy Lord produced from the children of 
Adam, from their loins, their progeny, and made them testify of 
themselves, ‘Am I not your Lord? They answered, "Yes, indeed 
(bala)! (This happened) so that you should never say on the Day 
of Resurrection, ‘Verily of this we have been unaware’. 

Does this verse not imply that all the children of Adam ‘from his 
loins’ have verbally acknowledged, at the beginning of human history, God 
as their Lord? And is this not the very first of all acts of verbal confes 
sion? lf so, this first verbal attestation would invalidate and make unnecessary 
all acts of attestation by individuals, because the whole of mankind has 
already at the beginning of history made, so to speak, a group confession 
of faith. But this would simply destory the Karrámite thesis of imn itself. 
for everyone, according to this interpretation, is a Believer, whether or not 
he himself has confessed his faith individually. Were the Karrámites aware 
of this logical consequence? In any case, Baghdadi describes their position 
in the following way : 

The Karrámites assert: imdn is a matter of single confession, and 
by this they refer to the ‘saying’ of mankind "Yes, indeed" in the 
first generation in reply to the question of God, "Am I not your 
Lord? 
‘They assert that this first confession continues to be effective forever 
till the Day of Resurrection in everyone who confesses even if he 
be silent or dumb. Its validity does not cease to exist except in the 
case of apostasy 
19) Baghdad, Кат. p. 211. Following Dr. Abraham Halkin (Moslem Schisms and Sects 
Tel-Aviv, 1935. р. 27), | read berde riddati-M instead of Di-qudrati-hi 
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When someone apostatizes, then makes his confession again, his first 
confession after apostasy alone is effective, and all the acts of confes. 
sion that occur subsequently do not produce indi. 


The famous Shiite (Imámite) philologist, al Sharif al-Murtadà (d. 1044), 
known also for his Mu'tazilite position in theology, offers an interesting 
interpretation of this part of the Karrámite theory of imm. He thinks 
that all this is based on a grave misunderstanding of the abovequoted 
Koranic verse. 

The Karrimites, he says, maintain that the meaning of the verse is 
that God (in the beginning) brought forth from the loins of Adam the 
whole of his descendants (ie. the whole of mankind) in the state of seeds, 
and while they were yet in that state, God made them confess their 
knowledge of Him and testify for themselves. 

Now this interpretation would seem to imply that those of the children 
of Adam who are actually brought forth from the state of seeds to actual 
existence forget completely about the attestation which they themselves have 
made in the presence of God in the earlier stage?  Murtadà says that this 
interpretation is contrary to both the plain meaning of the Koranic verse 
itself and Reason. To prove it he draws attention to the following points. 

The Koran, in the first place, says ‘when thy Lord produced from the 
children of Adam, from their loins ....’, and not “from Adam, from his 
loins’. Furthermore, God says ‘their projeny. And He adds that He 
arranged the matter this way in order that they might not say on the Last 
Day, ‘Verily, we were totally unaware of this" (v. 172) or ‘Our fathers 
had been polytheists in the past and we were merely their seeds after 
them. Dost ‘Thou (now) destroy us on account of what the wrongdoers 
(ie. our fathers) used to do? (v. 173) This makes it clear, Murtadà says, 
that the problem only concerns those who had polytheists as their fathers. 
In other words, only some of the descendants of the children of Adam are 
in question here 

In the second place, the Karrimite interpretation of the verse contradicts 
Reason, too. For the ‘seeds’ that are said to have been produced ‘from 
the loins of Adam’ and addressed by God and made to confess, must have 


т) (дш, p. 250 
э In other words. all of them have been ps 
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been, already at that stage, perfectly endowed with mature Reason and all 
the necessary conditions for the imposition of religious duties. Otherwise, 
it would have been absurd on the part of God to address them and try to 
make them confess. But if, on the other hand. they were perfectly endowed 
with mature Reason so much so that they fulfilled all the conditions for 
the imposition of religious duties, it must necessarily be the case that these 
people remember all that happened in the previous (pre-natal) state, even 
after they are actually born into this world, grow up, and acquire mature 
Reason. For generally, a man equipped with Reason does not forget this 
kind of event after the lapse of a long period of time, just as the inter 
vention of sleep, drunkenness, or temporary insanity do not sweep away 
anything from the memory of an intelligent man.” 

What then is the right interpretation of the Koranic verse? It is quite 
simple, Murtadà replies. In reality it allows of two different interpretations. 
And whichever of the two we may choose, the verse does not afford any 
basis at all for this strange Karrámite thesis. 

The first interpretation is this. God is simply speaking here of some 
of mankind. He created them, brought them up to the age of maturity, 
made their Reason perfect, then sent an Apostle who informed them of 
that which had to be known about God and of those acts of obedience 
that were obligatory. Then they acknowledged all this and made a formal 
confession of faith. 

According to the second interpretation, the verse means that God 
created some men and equipped them with everything in such a way that 
their very constitution might prove His knowledge and testify to His power 
for them to worship Him, then He showed them a great 
many ‘signs’ both in themselves and in the outer world in such a way that 
these signs in themselves were so to speak making attestation and confes- 
sion on their behalf even if they did not actually confess by the tongue. 
Thus understood, the verse is not in any way a description of a historical 
event, but a simple description of the wonderful creative work of God, nor 
does it mean an actual act of the shahadah.* 


The part of the Karrámite theory of imn which has been examined 
in the last paragraphs is an attempt to trace the ‘first’ confession of faith 
(which alone is the significant act of igrár in the life of а man) back to 
the first historical confession made by the forefathers of mankind. This 
part of the theory is left out of consideration in the common understanding 


AbSharif al-Murtada, Атай, 1. Cairo, 1951, pp. 2829 
ibid. pp. 29-30. For this use of the word shahádah, Murtada refers ux to IN, 17. 
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of the Karramite thesis. Nor even the fact that for the Karrdmites what 
is valid is only the first igrdr in life is usually taken account of. Their 
thesis is ordinarily presented, discussed, and criticized in the extremely 
simplified form: imn is igrár by the tongue, nothing else, with the neces. 
sary consequence that the Hypocrites would all be real Believers. That 
this is an oversimplification we have already observed. 


CHAPTER IX 


BELIEF AND WORK 


I The Mu'tazilites and the Murji'ites 


One of the most controversial questions raised by Murji'ism was that 
of the significance of `amal (pl. a'mál), ie. ‘work’ or ‘action’. Is ‘amal 
to be included in the essential constitution of the concept of imdn? Or is 
it to be recognized only as a necessary sequel to imdn? Or is it to be 
dismissed altogether as simply irrelevant to the constitution of imn? 
"These are questions that were hotly argued among the post-Murjiite 
theologians. And the name of Jahm b. Safwan almost symbolizes the 
heretical view that "ата! is entirely unnecessary. Jahm in this respect is 
representative of one extreme of Murji'ism, forming a clear contrast with 
Ibn Karràm who represents its another extreme. The thesis defended by 
Ibn Karrám is, as we saw in the preceding chapter, that imm is nothing 
but ‘saying’ by the tongue. The Jahmite thesis is that imdn is nothing 
but inner conviction, and that no other thing, whether ‘saying’ or ‘doing’, 
counts as a constituent element of йтйн. As Ibn Hazm says in the above 
quoted passage, 'even if a man declares kufr openly, even if he worships 
idols and attaches himself formally to Judaism or Christianity, even if he 
adores the Cross and expresses his belief in the Trinity and dies in that 
state, he is а Believer in the sight of God if only he has in his heart a 
firm inner conviction’. 

If it were not for the activity of Jahm and his followers, the problem 
of ‘doing’ would probably not have caused so much discussion in Islam, 
nor perhaps would it have occupied such a definite and important position 
in the system of scholastic theology. The Jahmites, however, were not the 
only persons who devoted attention to the problem of ‘doing’. In truth, 
the problem had been prepared by the Kharijites from the very beginning. 
For the Kharijite theory of the ‘grave sinner’ murtakib al-kabd'ir was, 
after all, a theory of ‘doing’, and their practice of ‘condemnation’ takfir 
was based on man's actions. This attitude was continued by the Mu'tazilites 
who developed it more or less theoretically and incorporated it into their 
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conception of inn. It is remarkable that most of the leading thinkers of 
Muttazilism, like Abû al-Hudhayl.’ Hishim al-Fuwati,! ‘Abbad b. Sulayman.’ 
Марат, Jubii, and Abû Bakr al-Asamm,* defined món in terms of the 
acts of obedience, ie. religious duties. In this respect we might say that 
the Mu'tazilite concept of imd was of a legalistic nature, although, as we 
have already seen, it had some other important aspects as well. ‘The only 
basic difference between the KhárijitesMu'tazilites and the Jahmites was 
that the latter took a negative attitude toward the significance of ‘doing’ 
while the former positively emphasized the decisive importance of ‘doing’ 
in imán. 


‘The general Mu'tazilite conception of imán is given by Taftazani’ in 
se form: "The acts of obedience constitute a ‘pillar’ of the real essenc 
of imdn in such a way that whoever neglects them is not a Believer’ 
And the Mu'tazilite Zamakhshari, commenting on Surah X, v. 9," says 
"The verse shows definitely that the kind of imán by which man deserves 
Divine guidance, help, and light on the Day of Resurrection is imn 
specified by a condition, that is, imdn accompanied by good deed, with the 
implication that а man whose imdn is not accompanied by good deed will 
not be accorded Divine help nor Divine light’. 

It is easy to imagine how this strong emphasis on ‘doing’ led to the 
rise among the Mu'tazilites of a group of radicals known as the Wa'idiyyalt 
or the ‘threateners’. The central point of their thesis is the view that one 
act of disobedience will put a Muslim who does it into the Fire with the 
Kafirs and make him stay there forever, and that neglect of even one act 
of obedience is enough to negate а man's imûn*" This Wa'idiyyah thesis 
is combatted and rejected by Shahrastáni in the following way 

Such a thesis invalidates the majority of the Koranic verses, the 
Hadiths and the Sunnah, closes the door of Divine mercy, and leads 
to utter despair and hopelessness. . . . . Besides, the Koran distinguishe: 
between the word imdn and the word "amal." 
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Know that mûn and ‘amal have their own essences which are 

quite distinct from each other. God often addressess (in the Koran) 
the grave sinners (Fásiqs) by calling them Believers: "O you who 
believe, do not do such-andsuch a thing! From this is known for 
certain that if imn were the same thing as 'amal or if ‘amal 
were a fundamental ‘pillar’ in the essential constitution of fmn, 
God would never have made such a clear distinction between the 
two. 
Moreover, it would follow from the Wa'idiyyah thesis that there 
would be in the whole world no Believer except an infalliable 
Prophet, because nobody except the Prophets is free from errors 
Besides, the conclusion would also follow from it that the name ‘Believer’ 
i« not applicable to anyone until he has gathered in himself all the 
virtuous qualities, in both ‘doing and “saying, without a single 
exception. And this could only imply that the application of the 
name ‘Believer depends upon (not only the past and present 
works of a man but also upon) all the works he is to do im the 
future." 

What is the true relation of “amal to imdn? We can easily guess the 
Ash'arite answer to this question from what we have seen in the preceding 
chapter of Ash'ari's conception of imdn as primarily faşdiq, and secondarily 
атс! and ‘amal, Here is Shahrastáni's presentation of the problem : 

It is certain, on the one hand, that ‘amal does not enter into imdn 
as a ‘pillar’, constituting it in such a way that the absence of it 
turns а man immediately into а Кабг, deprives him of the name of 
‘Believer’ in this world, and dooms him to the eternal chastisement 
of the Fire in the Hereafter. But, on the other hand, ‘amal is not 
extraneous to imdn in such а way that he who neglects ‘amal may 
be said to deserve no punishment and chastisement in the next 
world. 

Shahrastáni considers absurd the Wa'idiyyah thesis which afürms that 
"doing! is so important that the commission of even a single grave sin will 
send a man to an eternal Hell although his punishment may be alleviated 
(takhfif) because of other good works he may have done. 

If all the acts of obedience are invalidated (by a single act of dis 
obedience), how can they conceivably bring about the alleviation of 
punishment? And how can there be alleviation when the man is to 
stay in Hell forever? Besides, how is the eternal punishment in 
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Hell justifiable for an act which is temporally delimited? When a 
Kafir has been an Káfir for one hundred years, for instance, sending 
him to Hell forever will be sheer injustice. 

Why not measure out to him a punishment of one hundred years? 
Suppose a man steals a hundred dinars, is it just to take back from 
him two hundred dinars?” 


Now Shahrastáni sees the Murjiite theory of ‘amal as the exact anti 
thesis of the Wa'idite position. In a certain sense, he says, the Mu'tazilites 
of the Wa'idite type fully deserve the appellation of "Murjrites, ie. the 
"Postponers', because they ‘put imán'* behind 'amal', just as the Murji'ites 
‘put ‘amal behind imám'. Before we go on to examine the Murji'ite thesis, 
we must say a few more words about the Mu'tazilites’ position. The 
Wa'idites are after all the extremists among the Mu'tazilites in regard to 
this particular problem, and they do not represent the whole of Mu'tazilism. 

Zamakhshari, for example, defines imn in a way that is remarkably 
close to the orthodox position. 

The true imán consists in а man being convinced of the truth, then 
expressing his inner conviction by the tongue, and then confirming 
it by his deed. 

A man who lacks the inner conviction is a Hypocrite, however much 
he may attest verbally and do good works. He who lacks the verbal 
confession is а Kafir, while he who lacks ‘doing’ is а Fasiq."* 


The famous Shi'ite-Mu'tazilite, alSharif al-Murtada, to whom reference 
has been made earlier, points out that although the Mu'tazilites lay great 
emphasis on the importance of ‘doing’, yet they do not believe that ‘doing’ 
has an absolute power over man's destiny. One cannot be a Believer 
without ‘doing’, but ‘doing’ alone does not make one enter Paradise. To 
prove this scripturally, he interprets in a characteristic way a Hadith in 
which the value of ‘doing’ appears minimized. 

The Hadith which is traced back to Abû Hurayrah: "(The Prophet) 
once said, ‘Whatever a man does'* will not make him enter the 
Garden, nor will it rescue him from the Fire. Thereupon somebody 
asked the Prophet, ‘Even you yourself, O Apostle of God? He 
replied, "Not even me! (and added to this) "Unless God covers me 
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up with mercy and grace’. He repeated this last sentence three times." 
(Murtadà's explanatory remark :) The pivotal point of this Hadith 
is to make clear that all those who are legally responsible (are not 
independent, but) are in need of God, that they need God's grace, 
help and aid. It purports to show also that if God were to cut off 
all help and grace from man, leaving him to himself alone, man 
would never be able to enter the Garden and escape the Fire by his 
own ‘amal. So the (first part of the) Hadith must be understood 
in the sense that man will never enter the Garden by his work 
which he does without God's help, grace, and guidance. 

This explanatory remark of Murtada is obviously designed to serve a 
double purpose. On the one hand it purports to prevent those who are 
inclined to belittle ‘amal from utilizing this Hadith for the justification of 
the thesis that ‘ата! is essentially something extraneous to imdn. On the 
other hand, it aims at safeguarding the Mu'tazilites from the accusation, 
which they actually incurred upon themselves on many other points, that 
in their view man is made an autonomous being capable of acting freely 
and independently of all Divine intervention. 


Diametrically opposed to the Mu'tazilite position on the value of ‘doing’ 
is the Murji'ite thesis to which Mugatil b. Sulaymán'' gives, according to 
Ibn Hazm," the following terse formulation: As long as there is imdn, 
по evil act, whether grave or light, can do any harm at all, just as with 
shirk по good act is of any use at all. 

As I have remarked, it is wrong to ascribe such a thesis, particularly 
in such an extreme form, to all the Murji'ites indiscriminately. On the 
contrary, many of the leading Murji'ite thinkers recognized the importance 
of ‘doing’. But the Murji'ites' almost exclusive emphasis of ‘knowledge’ 
and their inclination to relegate ‘doing’ to a secondary position, led their 
opponents to interpret the name Murji'ah, originally an essentially political 
title, in the sense of ‘those. who look at ‘ата! in a disparaging way. And 
this Murji'ite tendency was given a most daring expression by the Jahmites 
and the Karrümites, and a number of surprising consequences were drawn 
from it by both the Jahmites and the Karrámites themselves and their 
opponents. We have already fully examined the Karrámite position in the 
foregoing chapter. We have seen that, for the Karramites, the only decisive 
element in the constitution of imdn is ‘saying’. The Jahmites assert that 
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the decisive element is ‘knowledge’, and that nothing other than ‘knowledge’ 
is to be included in the concept of fmdn.* ‘Thus whichever position we 
choose, we arrive at exactly the same result in regard to one point, ie 
the complete irrelevance of ‘doing’ to fmûn. This theoretical conclusion 
affords the antiMurjiites an unlimited scope for imagining all kinds of evil 
acts in the most concrete forms and arousing widespread public indignation 
by telling the people, ‘Look, these people assert shamelessly that none of 
there evil acts affects the perfection of their mn? As an example of 
this sort of argument I give here Malati’s criticism of the Murji'ite position. 
Some of the Murji'ites claim that they are the most perfect Believers 
and that no harm whatsoever is done to their imdn even if any of 
them should have sexual relations with his own mother or sister, 
even if he should commit all sorts of horrible crimes, mortal sins 
and atrocities, even if he should drink wine, murder, eat the forbidden 
things, take usury, neglect ritual worship and гай, nay all the 
religious duties together, even if he indulges in backbiting, slandering. 
calumniating and gossiping. 


Of a less emotive and more theoretical nature is the criticism of the 
same thesis by Ibn Hazm. The positive side of his argument rests on a 
simple conviction that ‘doing’ is as much an essential constituent of imdn 
as ‘saying’ and ‘assent’. ‘All works of piety (a'mdl al-birr) are islám. 
and islám is identical with mûn. So all works of piety are mûn. As a 
proof-text for this assertion he quotes Surah IV, v. 65: "Nay, by thy Lord, 
they are not true Believers until they make thee (Muhammad) arbiter of 
whatever dispute happens between them’. He points out that ‘making 
somebody an arbiter’ is quite different from ‘assenting by the heart, and 
yet this Koranic verse affirms that it is something without which there 
can be no тйл. Thus it is clear, he says, that imdn is а name that 
covers all acts in all branches of the Sacred Law." 

‘The critical side of his argument is more original and interesting. He 
begins by asserting on the basis of linguistic observation, that the argument 
of those who exclude ‘doing’ from imdn boils down to one fundamental 
point, 

The Koran was revealed ‘in plain Arabic language’ (XXVI, 195, 
etc), and both God and His Apostle addressed us in the language 
of the Arabs. Now in this language, imén means only ‘assent’ 
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sdiq, nothing else. Any ‘bodily work is not called /asdiq in 
Arabic, so it is not imn. (In а more specifically Islamic context.) 
imán means ‘unification’ tawhid (ie. pure monotheism). But no 
one would call any ‘work’ fawhid in Arabic. So ‘work’ cannot be 
тап. 
(Such is their main line of argument. but the (linguistic) fact is 
not as they imagine it to be. In Arabic, to begin with, /asdiq by 
the heart which is not accompanied by fasdiq by the tongue has 
never been called imm. Suppose there is а man who acknowledges 
something as true (tasdig) but expresses by the tongue the view 
that he thinks it to be a lie. Would a true Arab call such a man 
a musaddiq (lit. man who does tasdiq) or a Believer? Never! 
Likewise, Гард by the tongue which is not accompanied by tasdiq 
by the heart is never called imn in Arabic. Thus according to the 
linguistic usage of the Arabs, only the acknowledgement of the truth 
of something by both heart and tongue is called fasdiq and imán.t" 
Against this view, Ibn Hazm expects an objection from his opponents 
who might say: If ‘work’ constituted imn, he who has lost even a part 
of it would have lost imn itself and consequently would no longer be a 
Believer. Ibn Hazm replies to this objection with his favorite theory of 
Divine ‘naming’ fasmiyah, which has been explained earlier. The theory 
consists in emphasizing that nobody is allowed to interfere with the naming 
of those things to which God Himself has given special names in the 
Koran. Removing a name from the place to which God has assigned it 
constitutes what the Koran condemns as a heinous act of kufr under the 
name of iftird al-kadhib, ie. forging а lie (against God). 
We should not call anybody a Believer unless God has called him a 
Believer. Nor should we remove the ‘name’ of án from anybody 
after he has deserved the name, unless God Himself removes it 
from him. 
Now God has called a number of "works ipn. And yet among 
these imdn-constituting works we find some which are of such a 
nature that even if а man neglects to do them, God does not take 
away the ‘name’ of imdan from him. In such a case, we should not 
remove the name from him. We should simply say, instead, that 
the man has lost some of his imn, not the whole of 


Far more comprehensive, thoroughgoing and systematic than this is 
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the argument brought forth by Ibn Taymiyyah against the Murji'ite thesis 
here in question. His criticism of Murji'ism forms part of his larger theory 
of imén, constructed with a special emphasis on the importance of ‘doing’. 
In this respect, his theory has already been partially examined in an earlier 
context from a different angle. In what follows, we shall examine it as dn 
attempt at systematic refutation of Murji'ism 


H Ibn Taymiyyah's theory of imdn 


Almost everybody starts his discussion of the meaning of imán with a 
philological or semantic observation. And the general rule is, as we have 
seen abundantly, that the word ‘assent’ fasdiq is brought forward as the 
only exact synonym of imdn in Arabic. Ibn Taymiyyah combats this 
equation. lt is interesting to remark that in doing so, he, too, bases his 
argument in the first place on a semantic examination of the behavior of 
the two words, ímán and tasdiq, in the Arabic language. 

The Murji'ites, having lost touch with the true knowledge of the 
words of God and His Apostle, have begun to talk about mûn, 
islam, etc. in an entirely arbitrary way. Regarding imn, for 
example, they argue in this way: imn is linguistically nothing 
other than fasdiq, and the Apostle has addressed the people in the 
Arabic language without changing it: so what is meant by imdn 
must be fagdiq. 

Now, according to what they assert, /asdiq occurs either by the 
heart and the tongue or by the heart alone. In either case, ‘work’ 
is not included in imán. 

Апа the basic prooftext on which rests their equation of imán and 
lasdiq is: ‘thou believest (mu'min)** not our (words) even when 
we speak the truth’ (XII, 17), where the word mu’min is apparently 
synonymous with musaddig.** 

Against this Ibn Taymiyyah brings forth the following argument based, 
as 1 have said, on а semantic observation 
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First of all, imdn is not a synonym of tasdig. It is to be noticed 
that the latter word is essentially indifferent to whether a report given be 
about the visible world or about the Unseen. Whenever a man gives a 
report about anything, visible or invisible, we say, ‘He has told the truth 
(sadaqa)', or, as the case may be, ‘He has told a lie (Kadhaba). In 
other words, we either ‘regard his words as true’ (fasdiq) or ‘regard them 
as false’ (takdhib). 

The word imn, on the contrary, is never used except with regard to 
a report about the Unseen, When, for example, somebody tells us, "The 
sun has arisen’ or "The sun has set, we may regard his words as true 
(tasdiq), but we never ‘believe in’ (imm) his words, because the matter 
concerns a visible phenomenon. 

All this comes ultimately from the fact that the word fmn is a deri- 
vation from атп, having the meaning of ‘feeling safe and secure’, ‘the 
mind being peacefully at rest. Thus the word imdn is usable only with 
regard to a report, the reporter of which is to be trusted and relied upon. 
A report about the Unseen is just the case. In the same way, when two 
persons share between them the same knowledge about something, we 
describe the situation by saying, "They saddaqa each other’, and not "They 
атапа each other’, because it is not a matter concerning the Unseen, in 
which each one of them would have to trust and rely upon the other 
without himself seeing it. All the Koranic examples of the usage of the 
word attest to this. 

Thus the word imn includes the meaning of ‘putting confidence’ 
i'timan and ‘reliance’ amánah in addition to the element of fagdig. And 
the above-quoted Koranic verse must be understood in this sense, namely 
‘you (father) do not acknowledge our report as true, you do not put 
confidence in it, nor is your heart at rest with ir. This because in the 
eye of their father, they were not those in whom he could place confidence. 

Ibn Taymiyyah goes on to point out that the essential difference between 
imán and tasdiq can also be perceived clearly when we consider them 
from the reverse side. The contrary of fasdiq is takdhib, ie. ‘giving the 
lie to something’, while takdhib is not the contrary of imdn. 

In ordinary Arabic usage, he says, saddagné-hu ‘we regard him as 
truthful, we acknowledge what he says to be true’ and kadhdhabnd-hu 
‘we regard him as a liar’ are the alternatives that may be said of anyone 
who has made а report. This is not the case with the pair dmannd la-hu 
and kadhdhabná-hu, for the real antithesis of fmn is kufr, and kufr does 
not necessarily involve takdhib.” 
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It may very well happen that someone says: ‘I know perfectly well 
that what you say is true, yet in spite of that 1 will not follow you. 
I will rather fight against you, hate you, oppose you; I will never 
agree with you! His kufr would be far worse than simple takdhib. 
‘Thus kufr. which is the antithesis of inum, is not exactly identical 
with fakdhib, and so it is clear that fın is not a simple negation 
of takdhib. 

It is true that kufr can sometimes be takdhib, but it can also be 
opposition, antagonism and refusal without fakdhib. So mûn must 
necessarily be fasdiq plus agreement, concord, and submission. In 
other words, mere fasdiq is not enough to form imán. 

‘Thus islám (ie. in the sense of ‘surrender’ and submission’) constitutes 
part of the meaning of imdn, just ax refusal to submit, despite /adiq. 
forms part of the meaning of kufr. And the conclusion to be drawn. 
from this is: every Believer is а Muslim who submits and obeys 
the (Divine) command. And the last part of this x 
responds to 'amal.i* 

Even if we concede to the Murji'ites that inim is simply synonymous 
with fasdiq, even then, Ibn Taymiyyah says, the Murji'ite thesis would be 
table, for this thesis rests upon a false understanding of the word 

‘The Murjiites assert that fasdiq (which is the same as imum) 
does not occur except by the heart or the tongue. Authentic Lladiths show 
that this is wrong ; ‘works’ are often called /aydig. In such a case, tasdiq 
means that man "makes true’ yugaddiqu his words by his work" 

‘Then Ibn Taymiyyah quotes the famous statement of llasan alBasri 
“тіп does not consist in showing off or mere wishing, but it is something 
grave, established deeply in the heart, which is " made true” by what one 
really does. And he interprets this as follows : 

As for a man who says by the tongue something beautiful but does 
wrong things, God turns his words back to him. As for a man 
who says something beautiful and docs good, his deed raises him up 
(to God). This is what is meant by God's words: ‘Unto Him 
ascend good words, and good works God raises them up’. (XXXV. 
10) 

What Hasan al-Basri really means by saying that ‘imdn does not 
consist in mere wishing (famanni)’ is that imdn is not simply 
"saying. And by ‘showing off (tahalli)’, he means making a beautiful 
show outwardly without there being anything corresponding to it in 
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the heart. So the whole statement may be paraphrased as: imn 
jot a matter of saying something outwardly, nor is it external 
embellishment, but it is something grave, established deeply in the 
heart and confirmed by the deed’. The last part of this statement 
is based on the observation that whatever is in the heart must needs 
be expressed externally by ‘doing’ and the absence of a natural 
mevessary sequel proves the absence of that to whieh it is the 
sequel." 

‘Thus, in admitting that the most basic element of imum is lasdiq. 
we must also admit that it is a very particular kind of /asdiq in 
the sense that ritual worship (saldt) is a particular kind of prayer. 
the pilgrimage (to Mecca) is a particular kind of intention, and the 
jasting (of Ramadán) is a particular kind of abstinence. And this 
particular kind of /asdiq has a number of natural and necessary 
sequels which form an integral part of the meaning of the word 
tasdiq when it is used "absolutely"! for the absence of the necessary 
sequel of a thing indicates the absence of the thing itself. Thus the 
dispute as to whether ‘doing’ is included in imn or is only a "n 
sary sequel to imdn’, is reduced to а verbal question. 


ces 


The discussion of the problem of ‘doing’ as an essential constituent of 
imn brings Ibn Taymiyyah to his favorite theory of imûn and islim, 
which we have analyzed earlier in a preliminary way. Indeed the distinction 
itself between these two rests upon, and is made possible by, the introduction 
of the concept of ‘doing’ into the picture. His theory of fan as distinguished 
from isldm turns round this concept so much so that one is almost tempted 
to say that it is a theorizing about the value of ‘doing’. 

The gist of his thesis is that a solid steadfast fasdiq is enough to 
make а man а Muslim (ie, man of islam), but that it does not turn him 
into a Believer (фе. man of fma) unless it is accompanied by good 
works 

Islam in his view is something that can be very formal and superficial. 
А man who is converted to Islam because of fear of the sword is а Muslim 
in this sense. ‘This illustrates the formal and external kind of islam, but 
not the lowest. For in the most superficial type of isldm even the Hypo: 
crites are included, not to speak of those in whose hearts inn and "hypoc 


ж ibid. pp. 248219 
S) The funda 
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risy’ nifáq coexist. Nay, in certain cases, even Kufr can exist in the 
heart side by side with ímám without the kufr being strong enough to 
drive the man out of the religious community of Islam. 

This does not mean of course that such a Muslim, though he is to be 
considered a Muslim, is as good as a perfect one. Perfection in this matter 
should always be sought after. A steadfast /agdiq is а first step toward 
such perfection. 

And yet we must remember that imdn is not constituted by mere 
lasdiq, but that it must be accompanid by the ‘works of the heart 
a'mál qalbiyyah which, in their turn, necessarily demand external 
bodily acts. Thus love of God and His Apostle is part of imdn. 
The same is true of the love of what God has commanded man to 
do, and the disliking of what He has prohibited. And these are 
among the most characteristic traits of iman. То this refer a great 
many Hadiths of the Prophet; for example: ‘He who feels delighted 
by his good deed, and is grieved by his evil deed, is a Believer’. 
Such a man loves a good deed and is delighted by it. Such a man 
hates an evil deed, and feels sad and sorry if he has done anything 
wrong, even if he has done it driven by an irresistible desire. This 
kind of love and hate, I say, is among the specific characteristics of 
imán. 


It is interesting to note that Ibn Taymiyyah introduces here the concept 
of the ‘work of heart’ 'amal qalbi as a kind of connecting link between 
the purely interior and static fasdiq and the purely exterior and active 
“ата! of the body. Against those who assert that imdn has nothing to do 
with “ата! (understood in the sense of bodily act), Ibn Taymiyyah points 
ош that, on the contrary, ‘amal begins even at a deeper level than external 
bodily members, that the heart (qalb) itself has its own deed. Love of 
God and the Apostle, for instance, is a psychological ‘act’, and the various 
kinds of psychological acts are a'mûl in the real sense of the word, just 
as external bodily acts are a'mûl. Once we admit this, there can be no 
reason why we should make a sharp essential distinction between two 
kinds of анай, internal and external, and exclude the latter from our 
definition of man. 

In fact, this thesis of psychological acts is but a theoretical elaboration 
of the very old conception of imn, which is reflected in the Hadith, and 
in which there is no clearcut distinction made between ‘amal as an external 
act and imdn or tasdiq as something internal. In Sahih Bukhari, just to 
"om 
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give one or two examples out of a number, we read: 
(The Prophet) was asked, "Which act is the best (ауу al'amál 
afdal)? He replied, ‘Iman in God and His Apostle’. "What next? 
the man asked. He replied, ‘Fighting (the Kafirs) in the way of 
Сой. "What next” the man went on asking. He replied, "The 
pilgrimage (to Mecca) duly performed’.** 

Here we are given three items in a descending order of importance : 
(1) imán in God and the Apostle, (2) jihád, (3) pilgrimage. According 
to the usual classification of the later theologians, (2) and (3) would 
evidently belong to the category of 'amal in the sense of bodily deed, 
while (1) would be fagdig. In this Hadith, however, all three are given 
as an answer to the question of which of the acts is the best. In other 
words, ímán is treated as an ‘amal. 

Likewise in the following famous Hadith which depicts the agreement 
on the night of “Agabah and which probably reflects the oldest form of 
the Muslim conception of тйл, no distinction whatsoever is made between 
inner and outer acts. 

The Apostle of God, surrounded by a group of his companions, said, 
"pledge allegiance to me! The conditions (1 propose to you) are 
that (1) you should not associate anything with God : (2) you should 
not steal ; (3) you should not commit adultery, (4) you should not 
kill your own children, (5) you should not tell a lie, forging it 
without any ground, (6) you should not disobey (when you are 
commanded to do) a good thing. He among you who fulfils all 
these conditions will surely get his reward from God’. 

In this Hadith, of the six basic conditions for a man being recognized 
as a member of the newly arisen religious community around Muhammad, 
only (1) concerns tasdiq, all the remaining conditions being commandments 
regarding right conduct. 

As for the idea that fasdig or ma'rifah is an ‘act of the heart, the 
introductory words to Hadith 19 of the same book are quite explicit. 

Chapter concerning the fact that ‘knowledge’ ma'rifah is an act of 
the heart Сата! alqalb) because of God's words: “But He will 
hold you responsible for what your hearts have acquired’. (II, 225) 


Let us now go back to Ibn Taymiyyah and see how he cleverly utilizes 
this concept of psychological act as a connecting link between tasdiq and 
external acts, so that imán might include both within its semantic structure 

We may recall at this point the long passage from his Kitab al-fmdn 
41) Kitab al-Imán, Hadith 25 
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which we quoted at the end of chapter IV. There he points out that ar. 
adulterer, when he commits adultery, does so only because he loves this 
aet in his heart. He would not commit adultery if there were in his heart 
a real fear (khashyah) of God strong enough to repress his concupiscence, 
or a love of God powerful enough to overcome it. And this, he says, 
must be the meaning of what God says about Joseph: ‘In this way did 
We ward off from him evil and atrocity. Verily he was one of Our sincere 
and faithful servants’. (XII, 24)* 

Thus, he who is really sincere and faithful to God will never commit 

adultery. A man commits adultery because he lacks this quality. And 
this is the kind of inim which man may lose, although he may never lose 
iq itself. This is why it is said of such a man that "he is a Muslim 
man of ат) but not a Believer (ie. man of imdn). 
So a Muslim who really deserves Divine reward must necessarily be 
а man of Газ, for otherwise he would simply be a Hypocrite. However, 
not every man of faşdiq is one in whose heart there are firmly established 
the necessary states of imdn (alahudql alimániyyah al-wajibah) like a 
perfect love of God and His Apostle, a profound fear of God, a perfect 
sincerity in his deed toward God, and an absolute reliance upon Him. 

Ibn Taymiyyah goes on to say that whoever does not have in his 
heart all the necessary states of imdn, although he may have tasdiq, is the 
kind of man in whom the Apostle did not see the existence of imn. The 
lasdiq is merely a part of imi. There must be some other things in 
addition to tasdiq, like love of God and fear of God. The tasdiq which 
is devoid of these things is not nn at ай 

Ibn Taymiyyah gives in support of his view some terse remarks made 
by Waqi b. alJarri on this problem. One of them reads: “The people 
of the Sunnah say that mû» consists in “ saying” and " doing ", while the 
Murjtites say that Pudu is “saying and the Jahmites say that it is 
“knowledge”, (but such а view is Aufr)" Another remark is a little 
more original and interesting. It reads: "The Murji'ites are those who 
assert that “ verbal confession" igrár makes "doing" unnecessary. But 
(in my view) whoever makes such an assertion is doomed to perditio 


Хә) min "ibidi-nd al-mukhlasina, `The verb akhlaşa. (rom which th йе mukhlas tpl 
mubhlasina) ix (or someone) pure amd sincere’. Here 
the word is used in the passive form, meaning ‘those who thave been made) pure and 
Wi) op. cit. pp. 259-280. 

її} Mere Waqi* evidently indentifies the Murji'itex with the Karrán liis to һе noticed 


also that the Jahmites are treated as а non-Murjiite sext 
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while he who asserts that " intention " niyyah makes “doing” unnecessary 
is a downright Кабг. This latter is the position taken by Jahm’. To this 
Ibn Taymiyyah adds that such was also the view of Abmad b. Hanbal.* 


As we have just seen, the concept of the ‘works of the heart’ or, we 
might say, "psychological works’ as distinguished from ‘bodily works’, plays 
а decisive role in the thought of Ibn Taymiyyah. Once one admits that 
the heart (qalb) has its own works or actions, like love of God and f 
of God, and that they go into the very structure of imn, then one is 
necessarily forced to admit that the works of the body too are included 
therein, because the latter are no other thing than the outer expressions 
and necessary sequels of the former. We must admit, he says, the supreme 
importance of the heart; it is the ‘root’ asl. And yet the heart has not 
the sole function of knowing. It has its own peculiar ‘doing’. Nay, it has 
even йз own "saying. 

No doubt, the very basis of блан is the mûn which 
But we must remember that this latter consists of two things: (1) 
tasdiq by the heart, and (2) the igrár (acknowledgement) of it and 
the ma'rifah (knowledge) of it. The (2) is called the ‘saying of 
the heart." (In addition to these two there is also the ‘work of 
the heart.) Junayd b. Muhammad has said: ‘tawhid (ie. the pure 
monotheistic Belief in God) is a " saying of the heart” фаш! al-qalb, 
while fawakkul (i.e. а complete reliance on God) is a "doing of 
the heart " ‘amal al.qalb’. 

Thus there can be no doubt that there is ‘saying’ as well as ‘doing’ 
of the heart..... The “doing of the heart includes things like love 
of God and His Apostle, fear of God, the love of what God and 
His Apostle love, and the hate of what God and His Apostle hate, 
devoting all one’s actions to God and God alone, a complete reliance 
of the heart upon God, and other psychological acts which God and 
His Apostle have imposed upon us as religious duties and made 
parts of йт! 
The heart, in this way, is the very root (of imám). But (it does 
not exhaust the whole of [ndi because) whenever ‘knowledge’ and 
‘will’ are in the heart, they necessarily seek an outlet in the body 
The body cannot stay aloof from what the heart wills. 

So when the heart is really good (ШР) in the sense that real 
imén exists in it, including both ‘knowledge’ and the ‘doing of the 


1 
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heart’, then it cannot but result in a good body, functioning with 
external (Le. verbal) ‘saying’ and (external) ‘doing’ in accordance 
with the true imdn (in the heart)..... The external (zdhir) always 
follows the internal (bdfin). When the internal is good the external 
is necessarily good, and when the former is corrupt the latter is also 
corrupt. And to this refers what one of the Companions of the 
Prophet said concerning a man whose way of participation in ritual 
worship was quite vain: ‘If the heart of this man were humble, 
his body would be humble’...... 
And thus is disclosed to our eyes the mistake of the thesis of Jahm b. 
Safwan and his followers, who assert that тйл is a mere matter of 
tasdiq by the heart and the ‘knowledge’ in the heart, and exclude 
all ‘works of the heart’ (and consequently all ‘works of the body 
too) from imdn. ‘They are of the opinion that a man is a Believer 
with a perfect imán if he has tasdiq (and ‘knowledge’) in the heart. 
It does not matter, in their view, if this man should revile God and 
His Apostle, show enmity to the friends of God, make friends with 
the enemies of God, kill the Prophets, demolish the mosques, treat 
the copies of the Book with contempt, entertain Кабг with utmost 
courtesy, and look down upon the Believers with utmost disdain. 
They assert that all these things are merely acts of disobedience 
which do not affect the imán in the heart. Such a man may do 
all these things while being in his ‘interior’ a good Believer in the 
ight of God. 
It is interesting to remark that Ibn ‘Taymiyyah notices an affinity 
between what he calls the ‘works of the heart’ and the socalled ‘states’ 
ahwal of the Sufis. What is generally known in Sufism under the various 
names of ‘states’, ‘stages’ magdmdt, ‘alighting places’ mandzil of the 
travellers toward God, etc., refers to nothing other than the ‘works of the 
heart’. Some of these Sufi psychological ‘states’, he says, are those ‘works 
of the heart’ which God and the Apostle have made obligatory. They 
form part of the ‘obligatory imm". Some other ‘states’ are those that God 
and the Apostle have liked but have not made obligatory. These belong 
to the "preferable йифг. The psychological acts of the first category are 
incumbent upon every Believer, while those of the second category are 
only for those ‘admitted to closest proximity (mugarrabiin) to God. But, 
of course, every Believer is not supposed to reach such a high status. He 
who confines himself to the psychological acts of the first category is а 
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real Believer, one of the Fellows of the Right (asháb al yamim)" By 
far the greatest mistake committed by the Murji'ites is, Ibn Taymiyyah 
says, that they do not consider the psychological acts of the first category, 
which are common to the Sufis and the non-Sufis, as an essential part of 
iman. 


This last-mentioned accusation, however, is obviously an oversimplifi- 
cation. We have seen earlier in chapter V how much importance was 
attached by most of the leading Murji'ites to the ‘works of the heart like 
love of God, fear of God, humble submissiveness, ete. In making the 
above statement, Ibn Taymiyyah is thinking most obviously of the Jahmite 
position. And he himself is conscious of it. This is shown by the fact 
that a few pages down in the same book, he sets about to criticize the 
Murji'ite theory of imûn in a more comprehensive way. 
He begins by dividing the Murji'ites into three main groups in regard 
to the problem of the structure of imn : (1) those who assert that ímám 
is nothing other than what is in the heart, (2) those who assert that it is 
merely ‘saying’ by the tongue, (3) those who assert that it consists in 
tasdiq by the heart and ‘saying’ by the tongue. 
The first group is further sub-divided into two groups. The first are 
those who include the ‘works of the heart’ in imdn. The majority of the 
Murji'ite sects are of this type. And the second are those who exclude 
the ‘works of the heart’ from that which they understand by ‘what is in 
the heart. This position is taken by Jahm and those who follow him like 
Salibi. 
After dividing the Murjiites into three main groups in this way, Ibn 
Taymiyyah goes on to subject their theory of imm to a thoroughgoing 
critical examination. He finds therein three basic mistakes. 
(1) The first big mistake which he points out is that the Murji'ites 
regard the imn of all men as identical. Here is what he writes about 
this point : 
One of their chief mistakes is their thought that the imdn which 
God has imposed upon his servants is equal and identical in very 
person, that the kind of ímám which is incumbent upon one man is 
equally incumbent upon every other man. This is wrong. For the 
kind of imén which God required of the followers of the Prophets 
of the preceding ages is different from what he requires of the 
followers of Muhammad, just as God has imposed upon the Com- 

12) Reference to the Koran, LVI, 2 
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munity of Mubammad what He has not imposed upon others 
Furthermore, the indn which was obligatory before the revelation 
of the whole of the Koran was completed must have been different 
from the imn which has become obligatory after the completion of 
the revelation of the Koran. 

Besides, the йлап which is obligatory to those who know all the 
concrete details of what the Apostle has reported is necessarily dif- 
ferent from the imdn which is obligatory to those who have only a 
broad general knowledge about it. This is because of the following 
fact. Îmûn cannot exist without man's regarding as true (tasdiq) 
all that of which the Apostle has informed him. But a man, for 
example, who has accepted the Apostle as truthful (in the first 
moment, without waiting for any further information) and died 
immediately after conversion is not required to have more than that 
much of imán, while he to whom the Koran and the Hadiths have 
reached with all the informations and commandments that are 
contained in them in concrete details is required to have a concrete 
detailed tasdiq of every 
ment. To such a man is obligatory what is not at all obligatory to 
а man who dies with incomplete knowledge, and is thus required to 
have only a broad, general sort of італ. 

Even if we suppose that everybody were allowed to live (long 
enough to acquire a detailed knowledge of the Koran and the 
Hadiths), it is wrong to think that every one of the common people 
is required to know all the commandments, prohibitions, and the 
information given by the Apostle. All that is required is that every- 
body should know what is incumbent upon him and what is prohibited, 
(each according to his individual conditions). 

He who, for instance, does not possess any wealth is not required 
to know the details of the commandment about zakáf. He who has 
mo ability at all to go on pilgrimage is not required to know the 
details about the ritual acts connected with the pilgrimage. He who 
is not married is not asked to know the detailed regulations about 
rriage life. Thus the kind of imm required, both /asdiq and 
‘doing’, differs from one person to another.“ 


These considerations lead Ibn Taymiyyah to an extremely interesting 
criticism of Platonic Idealism. The main point of his argument is that 
imdn as something identical in all men, something fixed once for all and 
т bid. pp. LIL 
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not allowing of any individual variation, is but a Universal. He takes the 
position that Universals exist only in the human mind, that they have no 
existence at all in the outer world. In the outer, ie. physical, world of 
reality, there are only Particulars, each one of which has its own peculiar 
individual traits. Jmdn is no exception to this general rule. 


‘The Murji'ites imagine that the kind of imdn which is obligatory to 
all men is a single species, and some of them have come to think 
that since it is a unique species, it does not allow of various degrees. 
One of them once said to me, `Ímún, in so far as it is imán, does 
not allow of increase and decrease’. 1 replied to him in the following 
way: 
What you are speaking of is imdn as a universal concept. It is the 
same as ‘man’ as man, ‘animal’ as animal, ‘existence’ as existence, 
‘blackness’ as blackness, etc. Things of this sort allow neither increase 
mor decrease. We admit that these thing do possess an absolute 
existence free from all (individualizing) conditions and attributes 
However, they possess no reality in the outer world. They are 
merely things which man posits in his mind, just as he posits (in 
his mind) an existent which is neither eternal nor temporal, neither 
subsisting in itself nor in another. He can even posit a man who is 
neither existent nor non-existent, and say that the ‘essence’ máhiyyah 
in itself is something which is qualified neither by existence nor by 
non-existence. We must keep in mind, however, that an ‘essence’ in 
itself is merely something posited by the mind and that it has no 
reality in the outer world. 
‘The same is true of positing an án which is not an attribute of 
any Believer, being free from all limitations. ‘This is like positing a 
man who is neither existent nor non-existent. 
No, in reality there is no imdn without it being the imdu of some 
individual Believer, just as there сап be no *human-ness’ apart from 
any individual man whom it qualifies. Every individual man has a 
"human-ness' which is peculiar to him. In the same manner, every 
Believer has an imm which is peculiar to him. ‘Thus the ‘human 
ness’ of Zayd is similar to the "human-ness of “Amr, but the two 
are not one and the same thing. If the two are said to share the 
unique species of humanity, the meaning of this is that they look 
alike as two existents in the outer world, and that they participate 
іп a Universal which exists only in the mind.“ 

In the particular context of the present section, this kind of discussion, 

ibid. рр 316-317 
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although interesting, may seem a digression. And we must admit that it 
has а more proper place in the following section in which we shall deal 
with the problem of the increase and decrease of бийл. There we shall 
also discuss the problem, touched upon in the passage just quoted, of 
whether there can be a divergence of degrees among men in regard to 
imán. However, the above discussion is not without direct relevance to 
the topic of the present section. The point is that, in Ibn Taymiyyah's 
view, the individual differences in imm come mainly from the inclusion of 
‘works’ in ímán. Tagdig, in itself and as an abstract entity, may be one 
and the same, but it is materialized through the “works of the heart’ and 
the ‘works of the body’ in a myriad of individual forms. 


The second of the big mistakes committed by the Murjíites is the 
Jahmite thesis that the psychological aspect of тйл is exhausted by tasdiq 
The thesis simply ignores the existence and the function of the ‘works of 
the heart’. This point has been already discussed fully in the foregoing 
pages. 


The third mistake consists in their asserting that the (mn which is in 
the heart is perfect by itself and does not need any ‘work’ at all for its 
perfection. Of course, in practice, good ‘works’ are done by every Believer, 
but they are, so to speak, the ‘fruit’ thamarah of imán, not the necessary 
requirement of imam itself. 

Against this view Ibn Taymiyyah emphasizes, as we have seen above, 
that a perfect imdn in the heart necessarily requires outward acts in 
accordance with it" The nature of the relation between imdn and "work 
is explained as follows : 

The relation between them may be assimilated to that of the heart 
with the body. Neither of the two can exist without the other. As 
there is no being with a living body that does not possess a heart, 
so there is no being possessed of a heart without a body. And yet 
they are two different things; they are distinguishable from each 
other both in function and conception 
One may also compare the relation to the outside and the inside of 
a grain. (The two are different and yet) they are one. Nobody 
regards a grain as two grains because its outside and inside have 
different properties. 
Likewise, the ‘works’ of islém are but the outside of ийт. They 
в) ibid, p. 1707 
17) ibid. pp. 170-171 
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are the ‘works’ of the body, while тйл is the inside of islam and 
it is the ‘works’ of the heart. 

This is what is meant by the Prophet's words: ‘Is/dm is an external 
matter, while fmn is in the heart’... Isldm here means nothing 
but the ‘works’ of imdn, and ímán nothing but the inner conviction 
of islám. ‘There can be no imm without ‘work’, and no "work 
without an inner conviction (‘agd). 

The same idea is expressed by another Hadith: "The (value of a) 
work is to be measured by the intention (or motive, niyyah)’. 

It means simply that there can be no ‘work’ (in the 
without it being backed by an inner conviction or intention. By 
this the Apostle of God affirmed and recognized both the ‘works’ of 
the body and the ‘works’ of the heart, i.e. ‘intentions’. 

‘The relation of ‘work’ to imán is like that of the lips to the tongue. 
No speech is possible without them, because the lips gather together 
different sounds and the tongue emits them in the form of speech. 
If either of them is damaged, speech itself is lost. In exactly the 
same way if ‘work’ is dropped, imán disappears." 


As we have remarked a few paragraphs back, the question of whether 
iin increases or decreases is inextricably bound up with the question of 
whether or not ‘works’ are included in the concept of imdn.. The next 
section will be devoted to an examination of this problem. 


HI The increase and decrease of imán 


‘Is imán capable of increasing” ‘Does imán decrease also? ‘Is there 
a difference of degrees (/afádul) among men regarding their imán * These 
are questions which Muslim theology has inherited from the Минев. As 
we saw in chapter V, most of the Murji'ites were characteristically interested 
in the problem of whether ímán increases and decreases. And the raising 
of this question itself was the direct result of their discussion on the 
significance of ‘doing’ in ímán. The answer to this question varied naturally 


їн) Cf. Chap. IV, note 9. t is worthy of note that in the particula 
the famous Hadith is given a very peculiar coloring 
39) op. cit. p. 283 
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according to whether one included or excluded ‘doing’ from the essential 
constitution of imdn, It was quite natural for those who excluded it to 
choose the negative answer, while those who admitted that ‘doing’ is an 
integral part of imdn chose the positive answer. 

In this sense, the problem of the increase and decrease of imn is but 
a corollary of that of ‘amal. The question of the existence or non-existence 
of different degrees in ímán is a further corollary of the question of increase 
and decrease. For if we admit that imdn can increase and decrease, ie. 
that it can vary, we admit almost automatically that there are degrees in 
it, while if ímán is incapable of increase and decrease, imdn must necessarily 
be exactly the same in all men. 


‘The very basis of the thesis of increase and decrease is, therefore, the 
thought that fasdiq itself is invariable and remains alway the same, while 
‘work’, which is another constituent of imdn, is constantly changing, ie 
growing or diminishing. In other words, imdn in this conception is 
composed of an unchanging constant core which is surrounded, so to speak, 
by a large area of changing elements. This is the most commonly accepted 
picture of this matter. 

Concerning the idea that fasdiq itself never changes, Ibn алт 
remarks : 

It is absolutely impossible that increase or decrease should occur in 
tasdiq of any kind, that is, taşdiq of anything (whether religious or 
otherwise). The /asdíq of the Unicity of God and the Prophethood 
of Mubammad is no exception to this general rule. There can also 
be no increase and decrease in this fasdig..... This comes from the 
fact that the meaning of fasdiq is nothing other than that а man 
has an unshaken conviction of the existence of whatever he considers 
truth. Obviously there can be no ‘more or less’ in this kind of 
property. For, unless he is absolutely sure of his being in the right, 
he is a doubter, not a »«saddiq (ie. man of fasdig). And if he 
is not a musaddiq, he is not а Believer.“ 

Against this one may raise an objection and say, ‘How can you be so 
sure that /asdíq does not allow of any variation?’ — Tasdiq is, after all, an 
attribute. And attributes in general allow of various degrees. 

It is a matter of ordinary experience (the opponent goes on to argue) 

that some green is ‘more green’ than other green; some courage is 

greater than some other courage. Particularly worthy of notice is 

the fact that courage and faşdiq are both ‘modes’ of the mind and 
85 Fuel IV, p. 193 
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belong to the same category of mental attributes (How can you 
differentiate them from one another in respect to the possibility of 
their having ‘more or less ?). 

(To this objection Ibn Hazm replies: The ‘qualities’ Kayfiyyá! can 
be divided into two kinds in this respect, ie. those that allow of 
‘more or less’ and those that do not.) If some of the qualities allow 
of ‘more or less’, they do so simply because they allow, by nature. 
of some other quality coming into them and mixing with them. 
This occurs only in those cases where there аге a number of inter- 
mediate stages between a quality and its opposite in which they 
mingle with each other in varying dosages, or where the two opposite 
qualities can mingle with each other directly. 

But as for those qualities that do not allow of any mixture at all. 
there can be no varying degrees. God has created them in that 
way..... The quality of ‘truthfulness’ sidq, for instance, turns into a 
‘lie’ kadhib immediately if it is mixed with anything else. Likewise, 
if tasdiq is mixed with anything else, it changes immediately into 
‘doubt’ shakk, and the tasdiq itself is invalidated.” 

‘Thus fagdiq is a constant element which never allows of even the 
slightest variation. And yet in the Koran we find many references to the 
‘increase’ of imn." So there must be in imdn some other thing that 
does change. And that changing element is ‘work’. As | have remarked 
above, this is the typical answer given by those who regard ‘work’ as an 
essential constituent of imdn. Ibn Hazm is one of them. ‘Thus he concludes : 
фийп is not only fagdíq, but it includes side by side with Разд many 
other things (ie. works). And the "more or less" comes into imn 
through the greater or smaller amount of these things." The concept of 
"increase" ziyádah is applicable only to ‘quantity’ and "number. Within 
the conceptual range covered by imn, only the element of ‘work’ admits 
of "quantity" and "number." 

An excellent illustration of this fact is afforded, Ibn llazm says. by a 
famous Hadith in which the Prophet describes the woman as ‘deficient in 
both Reason (аф!) and Religion (di). On being asked what he meant 
be ‘deficiency in Religion’, he answered, "Do you not see? Women have а 
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certain number of days and nights" in which they neither perform fasting 
mor participate in ritual worship. This is their deficiency in Religion 
According to Ibn Hazm, this can only refer to deficiency in "works", which 
are here conceived of in terms of the number of days. It does not mean 
that, in the woman, fasdiq itself is deficient. If fasdig is deficient even in 
а small portion, the whole /asdíq will be lost, for ‘tasdiq has no parts'.“ 
Now the deficiency and the perfection of imm, thus understood, are 
evidently relative concepts. And the number of the degrees is illimitable 
The imán of a man who does, for example, A-B.C-D of all the possible 
‘works’ of piety, is more perfect than the imdn of one who does only 
A-BC, the difference between the two being only one act (D). But the 
imén of the first man is more ‘deficient than that of a man who does 
A-BC.D-E. All this of course rests on the basic supposition that all these 
three men share one and the same fasdig; Ibn Hazm explains ivi 
of the perfection of án by am imaginary dialogue between 
ап opponent who would not include ‘work’ in imán. 
(The opponent :) Tell me, what do you think of a man who say 
"There is no god but God and Muhammad is the Apostle of God’. 
and dissociates himself from all religions except Islam, and regards 
as true everything the Prophet has brought, believes in it with his 
heart, and then dies immediately after this. Do you think he is a 
Believer or not? 
(Ibn Hazm:) My answer Yes, he 
Believer in the sight of both God and man. 
(The opponent :) Tell me then, is he deficient in his imám or 
perfect? If you reply that he is perfect in his imdn, that is precisely 
what we assert. But in case you say that his imdn is deficient, 1 
will ask you, ‘What is the thing which is missing from his imán? 
And what is still there in his imdn ^ 
(Ibn Hazm:) He is a Believer deficient in imdn in comparison 
with another man whose imdn is more than his by the acts which 
the former has not done. 
More generally, every man is deficient in imm in comparison with 
another who is superior to him in regard to "works. And the series 
continues until it finally reaches the Apostle of God with whom no 
опе can compete in the perfection of ímán, in the sense that he is 
superior to any other man in regard to ‘works’. 
"Thus the question, ‘In what is his imdn deficient?” must be answered 


without any doubt a 
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by saying, “It is deficient in those acts which (he has not done and) 
others have done, and the quantity of which is known best to God’. 


The argument presented by Ibn Hazm represents a typical form in 


which the problem of the increase and decrease of imdn is dealt with in 
the orthodox circles though with noticeable difference of details in each 
case. Taftaiini, to give one more example, also takes the position that 
“this problem is a branch of the more basic one of whether the acts of 
obedience (040) from part of imén’. Commenting on Nasafí's text: ‘As 


for 


“works” they increase in themselves, but imdn neither increases nor 


decreases’, he writes : 


The very essence of imdn neither increases nor decreases . . . . because 
it (i.e. the essence of imdn) is the tasdiq of the heart which has 
reached the utmost limit of decisiveness and submission. It is йт 
conceivable that there should be increase or decrease in this kind of 
thing. So much so that when a man has once reached the tasdiq 
in the real sence of the word, it makes no difference any longer 
whether he does all the works of obedience or commits disobedience, 
for in either case, his /asdiq remains firm in the same state without 
any change at all.** 

The ‘increase’ ziyádah of imán, which is mentioned in a number of 


verses in the Koran, must be understood in accordance with this basic 
observation. Here Taftazani says that he is, on the whole, following Abû 
Hanifah who interprets these verses in this way: 


E 
E 


(In the first period of Islam, when the Koran was being revealed 
little by little,) the people believed only in very broad principles. 
Then one religious duty after another was revealed, and the people 
progressed, believing those duties one by one (as they were revealed) 
As a result, imûn went on increasing as the objects which had to 
be believed increased in number. Such a situation, however, is in 
conceivable except in the lifetime of the Prophet. 

But this last statement (Taftazàni says) is problematic. For the 
process of obtaining a concrete knowledge of individual religious 
duties can very well occur in other than the Prophet's lifetime. 
Iman is obligatory in а broad and general way regarding things 
that are known only in a broad and general way. It is also obligatory 
im a detailed way regarding matters that are known in a detailed 
way. And no one can doubt that in the concrete detailed imén, 
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ziyddah, and that it is, further, more perfect (than 
the broad and general imdn).”* 


Ghazáli's proposed solution to the same problem“ ix somewhat different 
from the two preceding in its approach, although in the main, and as a 
whole, all three belong to the same line of thought, Ghazális starting- 
point is the Aristotelian theory of ishtirdk, ie. equivocality. In his view, 
the divergence of opinions on this problem arises from the ignorance of 
the fact that the word imn is equivocal. So the confusion will be removed 
as soon as we distinguish clearly between the different meanings in which 
this word is actually used. There is no point in quarreling over a problem 
caused by the equivocality of a word without first making an effort to 
disentangle the various meanings that are lumped together under the form 
of one and the same word. 

Ghazáli isolates three major meanings of fmdn in theological thinking 
‘They are: (1) fasdiq which is firmly established, being based on an apoditic 
proof ; (2) fagdiq which, based originally on uncritical reliance on authority. 
has reached the stage of а firm and determined conviction; (3) tasdiq 
accompanied by ‘work’ which is required by the tasdiq itself. 

‘The first kind of imn occurs when а тап, for example, knows the 
existence of God by a logical proof. The second is that of the common 
people in Islam. The third is mainly based on Hadiths in which bodily 
actions are also included in the meaning of imán. 

Now бтп in the first sense is a kind of absolute certainty (saqin). 
and here increase and decrease are inconceivable. For an absolute convi 
once it has attained to perfection, does not allow of any increase, and 
before it attains to perfection it is not yet absolute conviction. Ímán in 
this sense is a single homogeneous unit which neither increases nor decreases. 
unless we mean by ‘increase’ a greater degree of . Le. an increase in 
the subjective feeling of reliance and the peace of mind 

Tán in the second sense allows of ‘more ог less’, No one can deny 
this because it is a matter of daily experience. We sce constantly how 
certain people, whether Jews, Christians or Muslims, stand firm in their 
religious conviction, never being moved by any kind of threat or persuasion, 
while certain others are weaker in their conviction, show greater flexibility. 
or are inclined to fluctuation. Conviction in this second sense is like a 
knot. Just as a knot can be made stronger or weaker, so there are stronger 
convictions and weaker convictions 
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As for бин in the third sense, it goes without saying that ‘work 

admits of individual differences. The question is rather: Does assiduous 

practice (mutdzabah) of a ‘work’ affect tasdiq itself and bring into it 

individual differences? Ghazali’s answer to this question is in the affirmative. 
I think as follows, Assiduous practice of the acts of obedi 
affects fasdiq gravely in that it strengthens the subjective feeling of 
absolute confidence in the conviction based on authority, and helps 
it take deeper root in the soul. 

< Тһе best and the only way to know this is for us to reflect and 
observe our own states of mind, and compare the state of conscious 
mess at the moment when we are assiduously engaged in doing a 
certain act of obedience, and the consciousness when we are slack 
We observe a clear difference by introspection, And thus we come 
to know that assiduous practice of an act increases the sense of 
familiarity with the things we believe in and strengthens the feeling 
of reliance and the peace of the mind. The result is that a man 
who is convinced of something and who has been engaged or a 
long period of time in doing things in accordance with his conviction 
proves far more resistant than those who have not done so, to any 
attempt from outside to alter the conviction or to make it look 
dubious.“ 


Far more elaborate and detailed is Ibn Taymiyyah's examination of 
the meaning of ‘increase’ or varying degrees of imián. We know by now 
that the pivotal point of this theory is the inclusion of ‘work’ in the concept 
of imán. The thesis that imdn allows of many degrees and individual 
differences is but a natural consequence of this understanding of món. 
‘The question before him now is: What do we actually mean when we 
say that бийл is capable of having ‘more or less? Ibn Taymiyyah isolates 
а number of different respects in which înûn may be said to increase and 
decrease. 

(1) The first to mention is the contrast of ijmál with fafs 


|. that is. 


the difference between a broad and general knowledge and а more detailed 


concrete knowledge concerning the Divine Commandments. 
It is true that йлн in God and His Apostle is incumbent upon all 
men, and that it is also incumbent upon every community to obey 
what their own Apostle has commanded them to do in a broad and 
general way. But we know on the other hand that (historically) 
there was a wide difference between the obligations at the very 
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beginning of Islam and the obligations after the completion of the 
Koranic revelation. And there are also individual differences between 
men regarding the details of what they have to believe in. 

Thus he who knows the whole of the Koran and the Sunnah and 
all the implications of them is obliged to have a detailed ийи which 
is not incumbent upon others. So if somebody has just come to 
believe in God and the Apostle inwardly as well as outwardly, then. 
dies without having the chance of knowing the items of the religious 
Law, he dies as a Believer fulfilling all that is incumbent upon him 
of imán. That which is incumbent upon such a man and that 
which he does, are not the same as the imdn of one who knows 
all the items of the Law, believes in them, and acts in accordance 
with them. On the contrary, the ímán of the latter is more perfect 
(than that of the former,) both in regard to obligations and deeds. 
The Divine words: "This day have ! perfected for you your religion" 
(V, 3), means only that God has finished establishing all the rules 
of what man has to do and what he is forbidden to do, The verse 
does not mean that every individual member of the community is 
obliged to do all that is incumbent upon the rest of the community.“ 


(2) Individual differences arise from the practice and nonpractice of 
what God has commanded man to do. This is again a question of ijmál 
and fafsil, but with particular reference to what man actually does. 
(Suppose there are three men. The first) is a man who believes 
without reservation in what the Apostle has brought and never 
denies anything of it, who, however, neglects all effort to obtain a 
knowledge of what the Apostle has commanded him to do and what 
he has forbidden him to do. He does not make any effort also to 
know about the Apostle, neither does he try to seek the knowledge 
which is obligatory to him, so he does not know what 
and, consequently, does not do it, but simply follows his 
The second is a man who tries to obtain the knowledge of what 
the Apostle has commanded him to do, and does put it into practice. 
The third is a man who seeks for the knowledge, obtains it, believes 
in it, but does not put it into practice. 
Evidently all these three share (the minimum of) what is obligatory 
And yet he who seeks for a knowledge of the details (about the 
commandments and prohibitions) and acts accordingly (i.e. the second 
man) has a more perfect kind of nám than the one who knows all 
s Kitab al Imán, pp. 198-1 
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that is obligatory, obeys and acknowledges it, but never puts it into 
practice (ie. the third man) 

And the man who, though he acknowledges all that the Apostle has 
brought, (does not act accordingly.) though conscious of his sin and 
afraid of Divine chastisement for the neglect .of the work, has a 
more perfect imdn than the one who never tries to obtain the 
knowledge of what the Apostle has commanded him to do, never 
acts accordingly, has no fear of the coming chastisement, and is 
completely careless of the details of what the Apostle has brought. 
although he admits his Prophethood inwardly and outwardly (ie 
the first man). 

Thus the process by which the human heart goes on acquiring a 
knowledge of what the Apostle has brought and what he has com. 
manded, and goes on accepting (every item) as a duty is in reality 
an ‘increase’ in imdn as compared with the case in which а man 
does not materialize his knowledge although he accepts and 
acknowledges all these things as a duty in a broad and general sense 
(Nay, even within the domain of "knowledge! itself there can be an 
"increase" of imdn). For instance, he who knows all the names of 
God and their meanings and believes in them has a more perfect 
imán than a man who believes in the Divine names in a vague 
sense without knowing (the exact meanings) of all or some of them. 
Thus as a man goes on increasing his knowledge of the names of 
God, His attributes, and His signs, his imn too goes on increasing 
accordingly.“ 


(3) Ibn Taymiyyah is against the view, which we have studied above, 
that fasdiq does not change, and that if imdn varies from one person to 
another, it is because it includes ‘work’ which ís variable. He takes the 
position that fasdiq itself allows of various degrees. 
Both ‘knowledge’ and tasdiq admit of individual differences. The 
tasdiq of one person may be stronger or weaker than that of others : 
it can be firmer and farther removed from doubt and hesitation in 
one person than in another 
Everybody can perceive this individuation by introspection. Take 
the case of the sense perception of one and the same object by 
many men, the seeing of the new moon by a group of people, for 
D) d think this refers to the third man under a particular condition: a man who dees not 


act properly but is clearly conscious of his sinfulness 
BI) op. ct. рр 191195. 
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example. Although all of them participate in the event, the vision 
differs in perfection from man to man. The same is true of the 
hearing of one and the same sound (by many), the perception of 
one and the same smell, the tasting of one and the same kind of 
food. And so "knowledge" and fasdiq vary from man to man. Nay, 
"knowledge" and fasdiq in many ways show more of individual 
differences than sense perception. 

As for the meanings of God's names and His speech, people differ 
опе from another in their ‘knowledge’ far more than in the knowledge 
of other matters. 


(4) ‘There is another respect in which fasdiq varies individually. 

The kind of fasdiq which requires a "work of the heart’ is more perfect 

than the kind which does not. 
The tasdiq which necessarily causes a ‘work of the heart’ is more 
perfect than the fasdiq which does not cause any, and a ‘knowledge’ 
that results in an action is more perfect than another that is not 
put into practice, 
Suppose there are two persons who know that God is the Truth, 
that His Apostle is true, that the Garden really exists, and that the 
Fire really exists. Suppose, further, that this same knowledge neces- 
sarily causes in one of them love of God, fear of God, the desire to 
xo to the Garden, and the desire to escape from the Fire, while in 
the other, it does not cause anything of the sort. Evidently, the 
former is more perfect than the latter, for we can judge the strength 
of the cause by the strength of the result. 


(5) Once we admit that the ‘works of the heart are included in 
imn, we must admit that imdn varies from individual to individual, for 
people differ greatly from each other in matters such as love of God and 
His Apostle, fear of God, etc. 


(6) The external, ie. bodily ‘works’ follow the internal, and they. 
too, are part of ndn. And in external ‘works’ there a great deal of 
individual difference. 


(7) Another factor which causes ‘тоге or less’ in imdn is the greater 
or lesser attentiveness of men to the Divine commandments, 
When а man remembers in his heart what God has commanded 
Ws bid. pp. 195-196 
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him to do and keeps it constantly present in his mind, never being 
forgetful of it, his taşdîq or ‘knowledge’ is more perfect than that 
of a man who regards it as true (tasdig) and yet forgets about it. 
Forgetfulness or carelessness is the opposite of the perfection of 
‘knowledge’, !asdiq, and consciousness. And keeping something 
constantly in mind brings ‘knowledge’ and certainty to perfection. 
This must be what was meant by ‘Umar b. Habib, one of the 
Companions of the Prophet, when he said, ‘Whenever we remember 
God, praise Him, and glorify Him, there occurs an increase of imán, 
and whenever we are heedless, forgetful and neglectful, there occurs 
а decrease of i 
The same is true of the words which Mu'ádh b. Jabal used to say 
to his companions, ‘Sit with us for a while so that we might believe’ !** 
God says, ‘Do not obey him whose heart We have rendered forgetful 
of Us, who follows his own vain desires’ (XVIII, 29), and “Make 
(them) remember, for remembrance profits the Believers’ (LI, 55) 
etc... 

(It is a matter of common experience that) when a man reads the 
Koran again and again, even (such a short Sürah as) the 'Sürah of 
the Opening, new meanings occur to him during this process, which 
have never occurred to his mind before, And this new awareness 
often causes the man to feel as though the Sarah were being revealed 
for the first time at that very moment. He believes in these (new) 
meanings, and both his ‘knowledge’ and ‘work’ increase. Those 
who read the Koran carelessly do not experience this, but anyone 
who reads it with any attentiveness does have experiences of this 
kind. And as the man goes on practising what he has been com- 
manded to do, his consciousness that he has been commanded to do 
it grows keener and keener, and his fasdiq becomes more and more 
firmly established. When such a stage is reached, he has in his 
mind a tasdiq for what he has not been clearly aware of, even if 
he has never denied it before." 


(B) Increase in imdn occurs also when a man comes to realize that 
something against which he has hitherto been fighting, is in reality God's 
commandment, and completely changes his attitude toward it 

It often happens that a man denies and gives the lie to a certain 
ө) i.e, let us sit together and talk about religious matte 
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thing without knowing that the Apostle has informed men of it and 
commanded them to do it, while if he but knew this, he would 
never deny it, for his heart firmly believes that the Apostle does 
not tell anything except truth and does not command anything except 
what is really obligatory. 
If such a man happens to hear a Koranic verse or a Hadith, or 
reflects upon the matter by himself, or the meaning is explained to 
him by somebody else, or he understands the real meaning of it in 
any other way, and if as a result he regards as true what he has 
been considering false, and comes to know (the truth of) what he 
has been denying, this marks the birth of a new fasdiq and a new 
imán by which his (former) imdn has increased. This, of course, 
does not mean that he has hitherto been а Кабг. He has simply 
been ignorant (áhil).** 

One might be tempted to say that this case resembles very much the 


first one in which individual differences of imdn have been attributed to 
the difference between a broad general knowledge (mujmal) and a concrete 
knowledge of details (mufassal). But the two cases are not the same 
because : 


LS 
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Many people, even the most pious and learned ones, happen to have 
in their minds a lot of details which are opposed to the Apostles 
teaching, without having the slightest idea that they are against the 
Apostle's teaching. In such a case, if they come to realize this, they 
would certainly withdraw from their wrong views. 

To this category belong all those who—although they believe in the 
Apostle, know his teaching and believe it, and do not deviate from 
it—put forward a theological thesis which proves to be a mistake or 
do some ‘work’ which is an error. In general, every ‘innovator’ 
who acts with the good intention of following the Apostle faithfully, 
belongs to this category. 
(This being the case, it is natural that there should be degrees in 
imén,) for a man who knows the Apostles teaching and acts in 
accordance with it is evidently more perfect than others who commit 
a mistake in this respect; and a man who comes to know the truth 
after a mistake and begins to act in accordance with the former is 
more perfect than those who are still in error.” 


After this detailed analysis of the eight ways in which individual 
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differences occur inevitably in imm, we are now in a better position to 
understand why Ibn Taymiyyah criticizes Platonic idealism so severely, 
What he wants to emphasize in particular is that imdn is a strictly personal 
and individual affair. The imm of Zayd is not identical with the imán 
of ‘Amr. The imdn of each individual person is something peculiar 
(mukhtass, muayyan) to him, and to him alone. [mám in this sense 
allows of ‘increase and decrease’. 
Those who deny the existence of degrees in this and similar matters 
are people who mentally picture an ‘absolute ímán', or an ‘absolute 
man’, or an ‘absolute existence’ devoid of all particular attributes, 
And then they imagine that this is the unique imdn which exists in 
all men, Of course, imdn, thus understood, admits of no varying 
degrees, nor does it allow of any plurality, because it is nothing but 
a particular representation subsisting in a mind which pictures it 
that way. 
This misleads many people into thinking that a number of things 
that participate in one and the same thing" must also be one and 
the same in the domain of Individuals and Particulars, 
As a result, some of the most learned men have come to imagine 
that ‘existence’ itself must be of the same nature. They represent 
all the existent things as participating in the idea of ‘existence’. 
This idea they picture in their minds, and then (project it into the 
outer world) thinking that it exists in the world of reality exactly 
as it is pictured in their minds. Then they go a step further, and 
think that it (ie. the ‘existence’ itself) is God, and thus they turn 
their Lord into the (Idea of) ‘existence’ which is not found in the 
outer world, but exists only in the mind that pictures it. 
In like manner, many Philosophers represent abstract numbers and 
abstract entities in their minds, and call them ‘Platonic Ideas’ al- 
muthul al-aflétiniyyah. They picture in this way ‘time’ which has 
reference neither to movement nor to a moving thing, and ‘dimension’ 
without any reference to bodies and their attributes, and then posit 
these abstract things as existing in the world of reality. АШ these 
people are victims of confusion between mental and real entities. .... 
Exactly the same thing can be said of those who assert that imdn 
is a single entity which is identical in all children of Adam. Their 
mistake consists in their thinking that imdn is one, and that it is 
identical. 
In this respect, the error into which Jahm and his followers fell 
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regarding the problem of imén was of the same nature as the error 
into which they fell in regard to the Lord in whom all Believers 
believe, His speech, and His attributes. God is indeed far above all 
that the wrong-doers say about Him !"' 


Before I close this chapter, I would like briefly to mention two other 
positions which admit the possibility of an ‘increase’ of imdn in a very 
different way from the theories that we have been examining. 

One is that of the Atomists, mentioned by Taftazani. For the Atomists 
imûn is just an accident which continues to subsist by the continual 
renewing of a countless number of imdn-s, each one of which is similar to 
the preceding one. In their view, each imdn, like any other atom, does 
not continue to exist after it has been created except for a single unit of 
time, and then disappears to be replaced by a new ímán similar to it. And 
yet those of the Atomists who admit the increase of imdn, assert that, аз 
this process of continual renewing goes on, a kind of firm perseverance in 
imén is naturally produced. And this, they say, is an ‘increase’ hour by 
hour, and thus, as a whole, the mûn of а man goes on increasing as time 
increases. 

Against this view, Taftazani points out that the occurrence of something 
similar to what has just been annihilated, however much it is repeated, 
does not constitute ‘increase’ at all. 


‘The second position is that of the Mituridites. We have remarked 
above how the Máturidite concept of imdn is influenced by psychological 
theories peculiar to Sufism. We have also observed that they like very 
much the metaphor of ‘light’, and that they develop their peculiar conception 
of imdn in terms of this basic metaphor. 

The problem which we have been discussing in this section is also 
approached from this particular angle. They do not admit the ‘increase 
and decrease’ of mûn. However, this does not mean that they refuse to 
admit in any sense the existence of ‘more or less’ in imdn. On the 
contrary, they do readily admit that there are individual differences in 
imán, but only in terms of ‘light’ and ‘brightness’. Some hearts аге more 
illuminated by the light of God than others. 

The famous Hadith is explained in this way, in which the Prophet 
says: ‘If we weigh on a scale the imdn of Aba Bakr with the imdn of 
the whole of mankind, the scale of the former will certainly outweigh the 
latter’. The scale of the imn of Abû Bakr weighs more in the sense 
Т1) op. cit. pp. 347-8 
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that it exceeds in "light" and ‘brightness’ all the imdn-s of men put togerther. 


The Hadith, they add, must not be understood in terms of ‘increase and 
decrease" "t 


72) Fiqh Akbar I, p. 8 


Chapter X 


"I AM A BELIEVER, IF GOD WILLS" 


The problem we are going to deal with in the present chapter is known 
technically as the problem of istithnd’ in imdn. The word istithnd' means 
literally "making an exception of something. As a technical term in Muslim 
theology, however, it is used in а very narrowly limited sense. It means, 
namely, turning the definite statement of faith, ‘I am a Believer (ала mu’- 
тіп)" into a conditional form by adding the short clause, ‘if God wills (in 
зла Allah). 

The problem, in other words, is whether one should straightforwardly 
express one's firm conviction by declaring, ‘I am a Believer’ or ‘I am really 
(Baqqan) a Believer’, or mitigate the force of the expression by saying, 1 
am a Believer, if God wills, indicating thereby that everything, including 
one's own personal belief, is ultimately dependent on God's will. The latter 
attitude has been suggested by the Koranic verse which reads: Do not say 
of anything, ‘Lo, I shall do it tomorrow,’ except (you add) ‘if God wills’ 
(XVIII, 2324). 


This problem, which might look trivial to some, raises an extremely 
serious issue, because it touches upon the very core of the subjective aspect 
of one's own тйл. It concerns the personal existential decision about one's 
faith. Historically it did raise a vital issue in Islam because of the sharp 
disagreement on this problem between the Ash'arites and the Maturidites. 
As a matter of fact, it is counted among the main points of difference in 
theology between the two rival schools of Orthodoxy. The Ash'arites affirm- 
ed the necessity of the conditional phrase while the Máturidites denied it. 

1 shall begin by presenting the Maturidite position. It is usually traced 
back to Abû Hanifah’s teaching, as is the case with the majority of the 
Maturidite positions. 

In the Wasiyyah attributed to Aba Hanifah, we find the following 
definite statement : 

The Believer is really a Believer and the Кабг is really a Кабг, for 
there can be no doubt about imán or regarding kufr. And this is 
based on the Divine words: ‘These are really Believers’ (VIII, 74) 
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and "These are really Kafirs’ (IV, 151). 

The Hanafite-Máturidite argument based on this statement may conven- 
iently presented as follows. The first point which is invariably emphasized 
is that istithnd’, Le. the addition of a conditional clause, indicates ‘doubt’ 
shakk. The indication of ‘doubt’, however, goes against the statement of 
the Waşiyyah. Indeed, it goes against the general Consensus which holds 
that there can be no ‘doubt’ in fmn. This is shown by the fact that he 
who says, ‘I believe in God, if God wills’ or ‘I witness that Muhammad is 
the Apostle of God, if God wills’, is considered a Kafir by the Consensus.* 

The second point is that, even in ordinary social life, the conditional 
clause invalidates all contracts and transactions. If we add, for example, the 
conditional clause to the statement ‘I hereby sell such-and-such a thing’ and 
say, ‘I hereby sell such-and-such a thing, if God wills’, the business transac- 
tion is immediately invalidated. Likewise expressions such as ‘I hereby 
manumit my slave, if God wills’, ‘I hereby divorce my wife, if God wills’, 
etc. [n exactly the same way, the conditional clause invalidates mûn.’ 

The third point is that the adding of this clause indicates ta‘liq, ie. 
suspending (the matter upon a condition) or leaving the matter undecided. 
But ‘suspension’ is possible only in reference to an event which is expected 
to happen later. The Koranic verse quoted above is an example in point. 
No ‘suspension’ is imaginable in regard to what has already been realized, 
that is, past events and the present situation. The expression, ‘I am а 
Believer’ is a description of the subjective situation in which the speaker 
stands at present. So the conditional clause is here inadmissible.“ 

The fourth point, which is mentioned by the Hanafite commentator of 
the Wasiyyah, concerns the case in which the use of the conditional clause 
is permissible. He says that not only is the use of the clause permissible 
but it is even recommended when the statement does not concern the very 
‘root’ of imdn, but some particular circumstances accompanying the event 
of imán. In expressions like, ‘I shall be a Believer tomorrow, if God wills,” 
‘I shall die a Believer, if God wills; "My imm will be accepted, if God 
wills,” etc., the conditional clause is to be considered preferable because the 
problem here is not about the ‘root’ of imdn but about the continuance, 
perseverance, and acceptance of imdn. Husayn b. Iskandar summarizes the 
HanafiteMaturidite position in the following way: 

1) Wagiyyah АЫ Hantfah with a commentary by the Hanafte Moll Husayn b. Iskandar, 
Haydarabad, 2ed., 1365 A.H., p. 77. Cf. also Wensinck, Muslim Creed, p. 125, and Wensinck" 
remarks on thi» article of faith, pp. 138.139. 

7) al Raedah al Bahiyyah, p. 6 

з) ibid. p. б. cf. also the commentary on the Wayiyyah, 
rove 
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(1) When a Believer declares, ‘I am really (or actually) a Believer’ 
(ana mu'min haqqan), he is incontestably doing the right thing. 
(2) When he says, ‘I am а Believer, if God wills; there are two 
possibilities : 
(a) If his intention is to ‘suspend’ the matter on (Divine) Will 
regarding the actual situation, he is wrong. 
(b) But if his intention is to refer to a future situation, he is right." 


Among the most important theoreticians in Islam, Ibn Hazm is one of 
those who take basically the same position as Maturidism on this particular 
question. But his thought, as on many other points, shows a touch of 
originality. 
Each Believer is conscious of the existence in himself of this attribute 
(ie. the attribute of being а man of imdn). And as long as he is 
sure that he believes in God, Mubammad, and all that the latter has 
brought, and if he is ready to confess all this by the tongue, it is 
incumbent upon him to declare it openly. This is based on the 
Divine commandment : 
‘As for the favor of thy Lord, talk openly about it!" (ХСШ, 11) We 
have to remember that there is no favor greater, and more gracious. 
and more deserving gratitude, than that of islám (imán). 
Thus it is incumbent upon every Believer to declare, ‘I am surely a 
Believer-Muslim in the sight of God at this present moment’, Proper- 
ly speaking, there is no difference between the statement Ч am a 
Believer-Muslim’ and the statement ‘I am black’, or ‘I am white’. 
The same applies to all the attributes of which there is no doubt. 
The statement has nothing at all to do with self-praise or self- 
complacency.* 
It is related of a famous Companion of the Prophet, (‘Abdallah) Ibn 
Mas'üd, that he disliked the expression, ‘I am a Believer’, and used to add 
the conditional clause. Ibn Hazm justifies this attitude of Ibn Ma'süd by 
applying to it his original theory of mn, which we have studied earlier. 
In my opinion, Ibn Mas'üd's attitude is right, for both islóm and 
imán are names that have been removed (by God) from their proper 
places in the Arabic language so that they might cover all the acts 
of piety and obedience. He disliked the blunt expression, ‘I am a 
Muslim-Believer’ only because it might be taken to mean that he 
exhausted in practice all the acts of obedience without leaving even 

5) Shark Kitab al-Wapiyyah, р. 77 

в) Fiel, IV, pp. 227-228 
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а single item. This attittude of his is certainly right, for whoever claims. 
for himself such a thing is no doubt a liar." 


Against the Maturidites, who take the position that no istithnd’ is 
necessary in the normal type of declaration of one's imén, the Ash'arites 
insist on the necessity of adding the conditional clause. Wensinck, in his 
Muslim Creed,* gives four arguments that were put forward by Ghazali 
(hyd “Лат ad-Din, 1, 114-117) in defense of the Ash'arite position. The 
first is that such an absolute declaration is akin to self-elevation and self 
sufficiency. The second is that the use of the conditional form is recom- 
mended by both the Koran and the Hadith, as an expression of wish or 
desire, and not of ‘doubt’ in the sense in which the opponents understand 
it. The third is that it does express ‘doubt’, but it is a doubt about the 
perfection of one's imdn. And ‘doubt’ in this sense is surely justified. The 
fourth is that the conditional clause is necessary in reference to the ‘last act’ 
of man. 

It is interesting to note, in connection with the second and the third 
point, that the Máturidites call the Ash'arites Shakkdkiyyah, i.e. the Doubter- 
sect! because of their insistence оп the necessity of the conditional clause. 
In their view, the Ash'arites do so because they have doubts about their 
own imán. Significantly enough, the above-mentioned Creed, attributed to 
Maturidi himself, opens the section which deals with this problem by saying: 
"The problem of istithnd’ in imdn is a point of dispute between us and the 
 Shakkáhiyyah .'* 

Ghazáli defends Ash'arism against this charge by pointing out that the 
clause ‘if God wills’ is not indicative of ‘doubt’ in the sense that the 
Ash'arites have only а very weak and shaky kind of imdn, but that it ex- 
presses rather an ardent wish to be more perfect in imdn. If, he says, it is 
‘doubt’, it is a reasonable doubt about the perfection of one's ímám. It 
would be presumptuous of a man to suppose that his imdn is perfect in 
every respect in the sight of God 

In defense of Ash'arism, Abû "Udhbah draws attention to the fact that 
the Ash'arites have illustrious predecessors in the use of the conditional clause, 
like the Caliph ‘Umar, "Abdallah b. Mas'üd, and ‘Avishah among the Com- 
T) ibid, p. 228 
8) p. 139 
9) Profesor Triton (Theology, p. 106) quotes from al-Ghunyah the following interexting 
remark about this nickname The Murji'ah called the followers of custom and the community 
(ie. the Orthodox) ‘doubters’ (Shakkdkiyyah) because they qualified their claim to be Muslims 
by the addition ‘if God will." 

10) “Адай, $25, p. 17 
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panions, and among the Followers, Hasan alBagri, Ibn Sirin, Sufyan al 
‘Thawri, Ibn "Uyaynah, Awzá'i, Malik b. Anas, Shafi, Ahmad b. Hanbal, 
and many others. All these people, he says, used to declare their mn in 
the conditional form. And yet nobody would claim that they were ‘doubters’ 
On the contrary, the conditional clause was in them a natural overflowing 
of the strength of their imdn. It was a manifestation of the sense of “being 
а humble servant’ "ubüdiyyah, and an expression of the basic thought that 
everything is dependent on God's Will 


The fourth point mentioned by Ghazáll is also worthy of special atten- 
tion. It is related to a very particular theological problem, known technically 
as muwéfét. It is, in brief, a theory of imén which lays an exclusive 
emphasis on the "final act’ khdtimah of man in determining the nature of 
his imm. It stresses, in other words, that what is decisive in this matter 
is the last act a man does at the moment of death or the state in which 
he dies. If a man dies a perfect Believer, he is a Believer no matter what 
he has been doing all through his life. If, on the contrary, he dies in the 
state of kufr, he is a Kar however pious a Muslim he has been throughout 
his life. 

The importance of the conditional clause is obvious for those who take 
this position on the problem of mm. For how can we know now in which 
state we shall die? All that we can do at present is to wish for a good 
end. Even if a man is a good Believer at present, and even if it is quite 
natural for him to wish that he should persevere in his imám without 
wavering till the very last moment of his life, he can never be absolutely 
sure of such perseverance. His state at the last moment of his life is still 
a mystery (ghayb), something unpredictable. The conditional clause, ‘if God 
wills’ refers precisely to the khátimah.'" 


This theory of istithnd’ is, as we have remarked, based on a very 
peculiar conception of imn, namely, that one's imán or kufr is determined 
solely by the state in which one finds oneself at the moment of death and 
that nothing preceding the last moment is of any significance in this respect. 
The conception of imdn presented in this form is evidently an ‘innovation’, 
for such is not by any means the Koranic conception of imán. 

Ibn Taymiyyah, who traces this conception back to Jahm," criticizes it 
as follows : 


Ш) at Rawdah al-Bahiyyah, p. 8 
12) The famous Mu'tazilite, Ема is said to have been the first to teach the doctrine of 
nucáfat (See Tritton, p. 115, note 1) 
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The majority of the later theologians who support Jahm's position 
assert the necessity of istithnd’ in imn. Their argument is that 
imûn as a technical term in the Divine Law means that with which 
а man finally comes (muwéfa!) to his Lord, although the word 
has a wider meaning linguistically. 

In this way they bring into the problem of istithnd’ a peculiar 
understanding of the word imán which they claim to be its meaning 
in the Divine Law. And thus they deviated (arbitrarily) from the 
common usage of Arabic. 

The conception that the word imdn means only the state in which 
a man dies has no support in the Divine Law. It is just a new 
conception which none of the great authorities of the past has ever 
upheld. From the fact that some of the leading authorities of the 
past used to practise istithnd’ they have drawn the (wrong) conclu- 
sion that such must have been the basic understanding of imn among 
the Ancients. This mistake is due to their lack of knowledge about 
the real opinion of the Ancients. They simply take the surface of 
the Ancients’ words and interpret them in accordance with what they 
have learnt from the Jahmites and other similar men of ‘innovation’. 
Thus the outward form is still the thesis of the Ancients, but the 
underlying idea is that of the Jahmites, whose theory of imn is the 
worst imaginable thing.'* 

Ibn Taymiyyah's ascription of this theory of istithnd’ to the Jahmites 
is problematic. He himself seems to commit a contradiction when he counts 
in another place' ‘the Murjrites and Jahmites’ among the representative 
thinkers who definitely forbid istithnd’ in imn. Here is what he says about 
the Jahmite position on the problem of istithnd’ 

‘Those who forbid the use of the conditional clause are represented 
by the Murji'ites, the Jahmites and the like, who regard imén as a 
single entity of which man is conscious in himself, like fasdiq to the 
Lord and other things that are in his heart. The typical form of 
their argumentation is as follows : 

I know that I am a Believer just as I know that I have pronounced 


їл) Iman, pp. 120-121 

11) Le. in the last chapter of the book, in which he deals specifically with the problem of 
istithna’. Here he ascribes the maaedfat-theory to the later followers of Ibn Kullab (Abû 
Muhammad b. 518 d. shortly after 854) who was one of the leading theologians among the 
Traditioniste before Азган. See also page 100 of the same book where Ibn Taymiyyah describes 
Ash'arl as a representative theologian who follows and supports Jahm in his theory of (man 
(referring thereby to Jahm's exclusion of ‘work’ from бта), but who differs from Jahm in 
the problem of istithnd” and supports the view taken by the people of the Sunnah. 
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the shahddah-formula, that I have recited the first Sarah of the 
Koran, that I love the Apostle of God, and that I hate the Jews and 
the Christians. There is no difference at all between my saying, 1 
am a Believer’ and my saying, for example, ‘I have recited the first 
Sarah of the Koran, or ‘I hate the Jews and the Christians’ and the 
like, all of which belong to those things of which I am actually 
conscious, and which 1 know definitely to be true. 
And just as it is absurd to say, ‘I have recited the first Sirah, if 
Сїй wills’, it is absurd to say, ‘I am а Believer, if God wills.” 
This clause is used only when the speaker is doubtful of the matter. 
In that case, he says, ‘I have done it, if God wills’ 
And thus they conclude: Whoever adds the conditional clause in the 
declaration of imn does so because he is doubtful of his own imán. 
This is why they call the people who practise istithnd’ ‘the Doubters’ 
(Shakkékah)."* 

It goes without saying that Ibn Taymiyyah does not subscribe to the 


view of those who are resolutely against the practice of istithnd’, because 
such a rejection rests on the Jahmite theory of imûn which excludes "work 
and make ímán an homogeneous entity shared by all who ‘believe’ at all. 


However, he also rejects the view which allows the practice of istithnd’ 


basing this allowance on the ‘last act’ theory. He attributes this view of 
istithnd’, in the last chapter of his book, to the Kullábites, the followers of 
Ibn Kulláb. There he gives the following summary of the Kullabite theory 
of the ‘last act’. 


15) 


Imén refers exclusively to the state in which man dies. Every 
man is either a Believer or a Кабг in the sight of God solely 
in respect to muudáfát and to what is in God's foreknowledge 
regarding his last state. Nothing that precedes the last state is of any 
account. 

If the imán of a man is followed later by kufr, and if he dies a 
Кабг, that imdn is not imdn at all. Such an imdn may be compared 
to a ritual worship done by a man who invalidates it before it is 
accomplished, or to the fasting of a man who breaks it before sunset. 
(Even while still а Believer) such a man is а Кабг in the sight of 
God because of the Divine knowledge of the state in which he will 
die. And the same is true of kufr. 

Since God knows that suchandsuch a man will die a Kafir (even if 
he be at present a pious Believer), He has been from the very 

op. cit. p. MS 
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beginning intending to chastise him. So that kind of imn which he 
has at the present moment is vain and of no avail, nay, its existence 
is equivalent to non-existence. And the man is not a Believer at all 
Likewise, since God knows that such-and-such а man is going to die 
a Believer (even if he be now a Kafir), God has been from the 
beginning intending to reward him. So in regard to the kind of kufr 
which he has at present, its existence is the same as nonexistence 
Such а man has never been а Кабг. 


Based on such a conception, these people practise istithnd’ in imán. 
(Strangely) some of the authorities of this school (go even a step 
further and) practice istithnd’ regarding kufr, too. Maturidi is a 
representative thereof. This they do beause they think that theore- 
tically there сап be no difference between ímám and kufr in this 
respect,'* 


The Kullabites and people of similar opinion justified the practice of 
istithna’ in imán by pointing out the fact that the practice was widespread 
among the Ancients, ie. the great authorities of the past. Ibn Taymiyyah 
admits that, So there is nothing wrong with the practice itself. Only the 
theory of ímán on which these people base it is, according to Ibn Taymiyyah, 
completely wrong. 

It is true, he says, that the Ancients used to practise istithnd’, but they 
did so on an entirely different ground. Not even one of them is related to 
have used the conditional clause having in mind the final state in which 
he would leave his life on earth. But these people thought that the idea 
of muwéfat was precisely the motive for which the Ancients used to practise 
istithnd’. In reality, what they took for the conception of the authorities 
of the past was nothing but a basic conception of fmn peculiar to Jahm." 

What then was the real thought of the Ancients underlying their 
practice of istithnd’ in італ? To this Ibn Taymiyyah gives the following 
answer 

It is known through authoritative traditions that many of the Ancients 
used to practise istithnd’, such as Ibn Mas'üd and his followers, 
Thawri, Ibn ‘Uyaynah, the majority of the scholars of Kufah ai 
some scholars of Basrah, Ahmad b. Hanbal, and others of the 
authorities of the Sunnah. But none of them has ever said, ‘I practise 
istithnd’ because of muwdfat, because imán in my view is nothing 


16) ibid рр. 367. 
17) iid. p. 


ie that here again Ibn Taymiyyah ascribes the wrong theory to Jahm. 
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other than the name for that in which a servant goes to meet 
Lord.’ On the contrary, the authorities of the past are quite expli 
in declaring that istithnd’ is deemed necessary and appropriate be- 
cause imdn includes ‘doing’ of the acts of obedience. They dared 
not attest formally that they were doing all the acts of obedience 
without exception, just as they dared not attest to the perfection of 
their piety. Because nobody could be sure of that, and because, if 
they had attested to such a thing, it would have been an act of 
presumption on their part. 
As to the idea of muwéfat, no one of the Ancients, as far as I know. 
has sought therein justification for istithnd’. But in recent times, 
muwéfat has been often made the theoretical ground for istithnd’, 
both by Traditionists of the schools of Ahmad b. Hanbal, Malik. 
Sháfi, and others, and by theoreticians like Ash'ari and most of his 
followers."* 

The explanation of the matter by Ibn Taymiyyah is based on his 
favorite semantic theory of the distinction between #104 and taqyid, that 
is, between the ‘absolute’ and the ‘conditioned’ use of a word. The word 
imén, when used ‘absolutely’, includes naturally all that God has commanded 
man to do as well as all that He has forbidden him to do. If a man says 
‘I am a Believer’ in this sense without istithnd’, it would mean that he 
considers himself a perfect and impeccable Believer. And this would be 
nothing but ‘self-elevation’ tazkiyah al-nafs. If he is enlitled to make such 
an attestation, why does he not attest that he will surely go to the Garden ?'* 

Ahmad b. Hanbal made it clear that he practised istithnd’, not because 
he had doubt about his belief, but because ‘doing’ was included in imánm. 
He used to add ‘if God wills’ because he was not absolutely sure whether 
he fulfilled all the necessary conditions of ‘doing’. But sometimes he dropped 
the conditional clause intentionally. And that was when he used the word 
imán in a ‘conditioned’ way, that is, when he referred to his inner convic- 
tion itself, without regard to the element of ‘doing’. Thereby he showed 
that he had no doubt at all about what he knew of his inner state.'* 

The matter will best be understood if we consider the use of the condi- 
tional clause in daily circumstances. When, for example, 1 have made up 
my mind to do something to-morrow, I say, ‘I will do it to-morrow, if God 
wills’. The conditional clause here refers to the realization of the act, not 
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do the thing, because I actually feel and know the existence of the will in 
myself. But, however firm my determination may be, | am not yet able to 
assure myself absolutely that the intended thing will materialize tomorrow 
without fail. The clause ‘if God wills’ refers to uncertainty of this type. 
Exactly the same reasoning applies to the sentence, ‘I am a Believer, if God 


wills" 


21) ibid. pp. 390-391 
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CREATION OF [MAN 


1 The origin of the question 


The rise and the prosperity of Mu'tazilism in the early days of the 
Abbasids raised a number of serious problems in all quarters of specul 
theology. The concept of imdn could not remain unaffected by the Mu'tazilite 
way of thinking. 

Of all the major tenets upheld vigorously by the Mu'tazilites, two 
deserve particular attention with regard to the influence they exercised on 
the concept of тйл. The first to mention is the typically Mu'tazilite tenet 
of Divine ‘justice’ “ай. On the face of it, the thesis seems quite harmless, 
for it is simply an emphatic assertion of the perfect justice of God, i.e. His 
being absolutely free from all injustice. The concept raises a serious problem, 
however, because, on its reverse side, it implies human responsibility and 
consequently, human freedom. Thus understood, the thesis must necessarily 
impair the absolute sovereignty and omnipotence of God to a significant 
degree. 

Originally, the thesis of Divine justice was put forward with the inten- 
tion of shifting from God to man the burden of the responsibility for the 
evil acts of man. But it soon led to the heretical view that whatever man 
does, he does it with his own power and on his own responsibility, that, in 
short, man is the ‘creator’ of his own deeds. This view stands in sharp 
contrast to that professed by Jahm, who asserts that no act or deed belongs 
to anyone other than God, that acts are attributed to man only metaphorical- 
ly, and that in reality man does not do anything; he is simply the locus in 
which God causes the event to occur." 

In such a situation it is easy to see how the question arises as to 
whether ímán and kufr are created in man by God or whether they are 
entirely a matter of human responsibility. As we might expect, the Mu“ 
tazilites give almost exclusive attention to the birth of kufr in the human 
heart. ‘Abbid b. Sulayman, for example, is said to have asserted: "It is a 
1) See Baghdldi, Раға, p. 199 
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mistake to say of God that He has created the Kafirs, for their kufr would 
not have been created by God’. It is unimaginable, they assert, that the 
absolutely righteous God should make a man a Кабг by creating kufr in 
his heart. It is unimaginable that the absolute Lord of justice should will. 
ingly create а Кабг and then punish His creature with Hell Fire for having 
been а Кабг. It is unimaginable that He should have wished or willed 
the creation of the adminable sin of kufr. ‘These and other related problems 
will be dealt with in detail in the third section of the present chapter. 

Here I would like to remark only that the question of the Divine 
creation of kufr is closely related to that of the creation of imdn, which is 
but its reverse side, although the latter problem does not produce so acute 
a theoretical problem as the former. For the creation of a good thing does 
not in any way compromise the image of Divine justice, although it does 
compromise human freedom. The Mu'tazilites want to assert that whatever 
man does, whether good or evil, is man's doing, that it is something man 
decides upon by himself and executes on his own responsibility. Îman 
should not be made an exception to this basic truth. 

As a concrete example of the sharp opposition that existed in this 
respect between the Mu'tazilites and the non-Mu'tazilites, we shall take the 
Koranic verse Il, 257 as interpreted by the two parties. It is taken from 
Amáli by al-Sharif al-Murtadà. The verse in question reads: ‘God is the 
friendly Protector of those who believe. He brings them out of darkness 
into light" 

(The anti-Mu'tazilites say: Does not the literal meaning of this verse 
force us to understand that God is the Creator of imdn in them? 
For the ‘light’ mir here obviously stands for imdn and the acts of 
obedience, and the ‘darkness’ zulumdt stands for kufr and the acts 
of disobedience .. 
And since (the grammatical subject of ‘bring out’ is God), He must 
be the producer of that by which they come out of darkness. And 
the verse thus understood is diametrically opposed to the Mu'tazilite 
thesis. 
(To this Murtadà replies on behalf of the Mu'tazilites:) The best 
possible way of interpreting the ‘light’ and ‘darkness’ in this verse 
is to take the former as a symbol of the Garden, i.e. the reward, and 
the latter as a symbol of the Fire, ie. the chastisement. If this is 
so, it is quite natural that God should be made the subject of ‘bringing 
them out from darkness to light, for there is no doubt that He is the 
Опе who lets the Believers enter the Garden and leads them away 
2) M. pp. IS 
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from the way of Hell. 

(However, even if we concede to the opponents and admit that the 
‘light’ is a symbol of imûn and the ‘darkness’ that of kufr, the verse 
would not necessarily mean what they want it to mean, ie. the 
creation of imén by God, because in that case the verb ¿khráj. ie. 
"bringing out’, would be better understood in a different way.) Sup 
pose in an ordinary situation [ suggested to someone to go into a 
certain country and tried to awaken in him the desire to do so, telling 
him all the good things he would find there. I can correctly describe 
what I did by saying, ‘I have made a man enter a certain country.” 
Likewise, if I tried to make а man avoid doing a certain thing, I 
can correctly desctibe my effort by saying, ‘I have brought him out 
(akhrajtu) from such'and-such a thing” In such a case, the expres- 
sions ‘making a man enter’ and ‘bringing a man out’ simply mean 
‘inducing’ or ‘encouragement’. 

(Thus the Koranic verse in question would mean that God induces 
men, or awakens a desire in them, to believe, not that He ‘creates’ 
imán in their hearts.) 


We have remarked at the outset that two of the major tenets of Mu'- 
tazilism were involved in the question of the creation of imn by God. We 
have just examined the first, ie. God's justice and human responsibility. 
The second is the notorious problem of the ‘creation of the Koran’, a problem 
which raised a great scandal in the Muslim community in the early Abbasid 
age. 

Theoretically this problem was in origin part of the theory of Divine 
attributes. The Mu'tazilites denied the existence of eternal attributes in God, 
because, in their view, to admit it would amount to admitting the existence 
of a number of eternal entities besides God. Since Speech (kalém) was 
one of the major Divine attributes, and since the Koran was after all God's 
Speech, the Mu'tazilites judged it proper to deny the eternal existence of 
the Koran. And thus they came to assert that the Koran, like all other 
things, was a created thing. This is in brief the Mu'tazilite thesis of the 
"creation of the Koran’ khalq alqur'dw. And the question of ‘whether the 
Koran was created or uncreated' was seriously discussed among the theo 
logians— Hal al-qar'án makhlüq aw ghayrmakhlüq 2 

Obviously the question of the ‘creation of imdn’ was modelled after 
that of the ‘creation of the Koran’. And just as the question of "whether 
the Koran was created or uncreated’ was hotly debated. so the question 
about in was raised and discussed exactly in the same outward form. 
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namely: Is imdn created or uncreated? And оп this question Ash'ari and 
the Máturidites stood opposed to each other. 


H Ash‘ari’s position 


A short treatise of Ash'ari on this question’ has come down to us. 
There he takes the definite position that ímán is uncreated (ghayr-makhliiq). 
There is a noticeable confusion in Ash‘ari’s thinking in this treatise. But 
let us first follow his argument step by step as he develops it. 

Among those who take the position that тйл is created, he counts 
Harith al-Mubásibi, Ja'far b. Harb, ‘Abdallah b. Kullab, ‘Abd al'Aziz al. 
Мака and ‘other theologians of a speculative nature’. Those who take the 
opposite position are mostly Traditionists, and the most representative thinker 
of this camp is Ahmad b. Hanbal, whom Asb'ari says he follows. 

The argument of the former group is rather simple. They have observed 
carefully, he says, the existent things and found them all ‘created’ except 
God and His attributes. Now imn is obviously a human act and a human 
property, and it cannot be an attribute of God. So it is among the ‘created’ 
things 

Representing the opposite position, Ash'ari sets out to argue against the 
view which attributes createdness to imdn. The first point to consider is 
the exact meaning of the word ‘created’. The adjective ‘created’ means 
"what has come into being after having been non-existent.’ He proposes: 
Let us try to apply this adjective in this particular sense to imdn and see 
whether the two can be harmonized with each other or whether they 
contradict each other. We find, he says, that the latter is the case. The 
reason for this is as follows: If we are to say that imûn is ‘created’, that 
would imply that імён had been non-existent before it was created. The 
implication is that before imdn was created, there was a state in which 
there was neither imán nor tawhid (i.e. acknowledging God as Опе). In 
reality, however, there was, according to Ash'arl, never a state in which 
there was no imdn and tawhid, neither before nor after the creation of 
the world. 


з) Risalah Л al-tman published by Spitta in his Zur Geschichte Abu^l-Hasan. al-Ash'art's, 
Leiprig, 1876, pp. 13-10. It is said to be one of the works which Ash'art composed in his 
Baghdad days 


E THE CONCEPT OF BELIEF IN ISLAMIC THEOLOGY 


It is quite evident that in this argument Ash‘ari is not thinking of imn 
as a personal existential event which concerns each individual man, but rather 
as a cosmic event, a metaphysical entity which, once created, would 
continue to exist throughout the ages. This particular approach clearly 
indicates that the problem is being raised and discussed in this context 
after the model of ‘the creation of the Koran’, Besides, Ash‘ari himself 
refers in the same treatise, to this parallelism between the two pro- 
blems, as we shall see presently. In other words, imdn in this context 
is quite different from the imdn consiered in terms of its constituent elements, 
tasdiq, qawl and ‘amal. This fact indicates also that there is no real 
opposition between Ash'ari and the Maturidites, whose theory we are going 
to study in the next section. For the Máturidites, when they discuss the 
createdness and uncreatedness of imdn, take the word ipm in the sense 
of a personal event. 

Now to go back to Ash'ari's argument, he expects his opponents to 
raise a serious objection to his thesis by saying, ‘Your thesis has the obvious 
implication that there was once a time when imdn existed without there 
being a Believer. But how could тйл exist when there was no human 
being yet ? 

The answer Ash‘ari gives to this question is based on an argument 
which seems surprisingly naive. Or rather we should say perhaps that it 
is nothing but a piece of sophistry. He begins by emphasizing that the 
most fundamental meaning of imdn is tasdiq and tawhid. Then he points 
out that according to the testimony of the Koran, God has been from 
eternity declaring Himself to be Опе, (which is nothing other than fatwhíd). 
and He has been from eternity declaring Himself to be truthful (which is 
nothing other than /asdíg). Before the creation of mankind, God had 
always been saying, ‘I am God. There is no god except Myself" and He 
had always been stressing His Truthfulness. In other words, although there 
was as yet no man to practise tawhid and tasdiq. there existed tawhid and 
tasdiq themselves, i.e. італ. 

After this point, Ash'ari steps further into verbal confusion. Не says 
that imán, understood in an absolute sense and used without reference to 
any creature, is one of the Divine attributes. He quotes the Koranic verse : 
"He is Allah other than whom there is no God, the Supreme Lord, the Holy 
One, Peace, the mu min. the Guardian ...” (LIX, 23). Апа he remarks 
that in this verse God calls Himself a mu'min and counts this latter among 
the Names which He applies to Himself. 

It is quite evident that Ash'arl in this argument is paying attention only 
to the outer form of the word murin ‘This word, as we have clearly seen. 
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means in ordinary contexts ‘One who believes’ or a Believer, ie. a man of 
imn. In this verse, however, the word means quite a different thing, 
although derived from the same root. It means ‘one who makes somebody 
feel safe’, ‘one who sets the mind of somebody else at rest’, ‘one who 
ensures and safeguards’ 

The next point Ash‘ari makes is more interesting because it shows 
clearly that the problem is modelled after that of the creation of the Koran. 
Against those who say that imdn cannot possibly be a Divine attribute be. 
cause it is an essentially human attribute, he argues as follows : 

Far be it from me to assert that God resembles the creatures and 
that He is qualified by an attribute which is peculiar to the con 
tingent beings! The misunderstanding has occurred to those who are 
opposed to my thesis only through a wrong reasoning 

They have been led to this mistaken view in the following way 

they have examined all the created beings, the conditions and prop. 
erties of which they have observed, and they have found them all 
to be ‘created’. Furthermore they have ascertained that imán is one 
of the attributes peculiar to the creatures. And from this they have 
concluded that imdn is ‘created’. This is certainly a mistaken conclu. 
sion, They should have remarked that ‘knowledge’ and ‘speech’ too 
are among the human attributes, and yet these two are also among the 
Divine attributes, and as such they are ‘uncreated’ and not contingent. 
Whoever asserts that the ‘speech’ of God and His ‘knowledge’ are 
‘created’ and contingent is a downright Кабг. 

Exception may be taken to this on the ground that the thesis of 
imn being ‘uncreated’ and non-temporal is the same as the assertion 
that imdn is ‘eternal’ дайт, while in reality there can be nothing 
‘eternal’ besides God, for in the beginning there was nothing other 
than God before He created the things. 

To this 1 would reply that this way of thinking is characteristic of 
those who assert that the ‘speech’ of God, His ‘knowledge’, and His 
attributes in general are contingent and ‘created’. So the view can 
be refuted by exactly the same argument by which is refuted the 
thesis that Divine attributes, like "knowledge" and the Koran, are 
contingent and ‘created’ 

As a theory of imdn,, this argument of Ash‘ari is extremely confusing 
because he himself is confused on a point of pivotal importance. He finds 
in the Koran the word mu’min used in reference to God. He ignores the 
fact that in the particular context mu'min means quite a different thing from 
a ‘Believer’, ie, a man of imén, and jumps to the conclusion that mûn is 
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one of the eternal attributes of God on the same level as ‘knowledge’ and 
‘speech’. By doing so he confuses the issue completely. 

This seems to have put some of his followers іп an embarrasing situa- 
tion, In order to ameliorate the argument and to give it a more reasonable look, 
Ibn ‘Asékir, for example, in his defense of Ash'ari, ascribes to his Master 
the thesis that mdm is of two kinds: the first is imdn of God which is 
‘eternal’ according to the Koranic verse (LIX, 23), and the second is human 
imán which is ‘created’ because it occurs on the initiative of man, for which 
man is either rewarded (when the imm is sincere) or punished (when it 
is doubtful). 

Then Ibn 'Asákir assigns to Ash'ari a ‘middle position between the 
Mu'tazilites, the Jahmites, and the Najjárites, on the one hand, who assert 
that ímán is ‘created’ unconditionally, and the crude Anthropomorphists, on 
the other, who assert that ímám is ‘eternal’ unconditionally. In reality, 
however, this schematization itself cannot escape giving the impression that 
it rests on a semantic confusion. For, after all, the imán of God and the 
imán of man belong to entirely different orders of being and cannot, there- 
fore, possibly consitute the two poles of opposition. 


HI The Maturidite position 


Unlike the Ash'arite thesis, the position taken by the Maturidites is 
consistent in that it is concerned with the nature of ímám as a human 
phenomenon. The central problem is: when a man ‘believes in’ God, is 
his imdn created in him by God or is it rather something which he does 
by his power and on his own responsibility? The afore-mentioned Creed 
attributed to Maturidi himself formulates the whole problem as follows : 

Since imdn consists in ‘verbal confession’ and ‘assent’, imm is a 
created thing. Some people maintain that it is not created because 
it occurs only by God's ‘assistance’ tawfiq which is not created. To 
this we reply: That is true, and yet the act of man is not thereby 
turned into an act of God; it still remains a created thing, like fast 
ing and ritual worship.* 


4) Табут Кай, А.Е. Mehren (Exposé de la réforme de Vislamisme, commencie au troisi¢me 
side de F Mgire par Abow'I-Hasan. Ali el-Ashari, St. Petersburg 1876, Il, pp. 115114. 
5) Аз he does in respect to all the major tenets of Muslim theology 
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We may do well to remember that this statement represents the opinion 
of the Samarqand school. The Maturidites of Bukhara took up a different 
attitude toward the same problem. Let us now turn to the details of the 
matter. 

In his description of the Máturidite situation, Bayádi, to whom reference 
has often been made before, goes back to the basic dictum traditionally 
attributed to Abû Hanifah in the Wagiyyah: ‘We acknowledge that man, 
his works, his verbal confession, and his knowledge, are all created." And 
he points out that if ‘verbal confession’ and ‘knowledge’ are created, then 
we must say that ímán is created, because the latter is nothing but "verbal 
confession’ and "knowledge'." 

The Máturidite school of Samarqand is very straightforward in taking 
the position that mdm is ‘created’. The school of Bukhara, not content 
with this attitude, brings into the discussion a subtle complexity. They 
distinguish between two aspects in the structure of mûn. The one aspect 
is ‘guidance’ hiddyah, meaning Divine guidance as an active initiative on 
the part of God. The second aspect is ‘being (rightly) guided’ ihtidd’, which 
is the part played by man. These two aspects are based on the Koran.” 
And the people of Bukhara assert that fûr in its first aspect is ‘uncreated” 
while in its second aspect it is "created" '* 


According to Aba "Udhbah," some of the authorities of Bukhara school, 
like Ibn al-Fadl and Ismá'il b. al-Husayn al-Zahid, went so far as to denounce 
those who professed the creation of imdn as Kafirs on the ground that the 
thesis of the creation of fmn would lead to the open heresy of the creation 
of God's speech (ie. the Koran). They are said to have been followed by 
the leading thinkers of Farghánah. 

The interesting point about this is that these people of Bukhara put the 
problem of the creation of imm into direct connection with that of the 
creation of the Koran, ie. God's speech. We remember that Азап 
intimately associated these two problems but the people of Bukhara utilized 
this connection in quite a different way from Ash'ari. 

As a concrete example of the way they argued, Abû "Udhbah gives a 


E ; ef. Wensinck, Muslim Creed, p. 128 
В) Note that here Haydi. faithful to the teaching of Abû 
ma'rifah and excludes “good works’ from it. Cf. Chap. V. IN 
9) On the Koranic concepts of hiddyah and ihti 
see my God and Man in the Koran, pp. 139-147 
10) Bayadt, p. 252 

10) al-Rawdah ol-Bahiyyoh p. 71 


ah, defines iman as iqrar- 
and the essential relation between them. 
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thesis of Hashwi type which Nab b. Abi Maryam upheld, attributing it to 
Abû Hanifah himself. This thesis consists in stressing as а first step that 
італ is nothing other than ‘saying’ the shahédah-formula, i.e. ‘there is no 
god but God, and Muhammad is the Apostle of God.’ Now these words 
by which man attests to his own imdn are ‘uncreated’ because they are 
God's own speech. And this means that whenever a man pronounces this 
formula, there occurs in him something which is not ‘created’, and that is 
imm. The process involved is the same as when a man recites the Koran. 
He thereby recites the speech of God, that is, he becomes really and 
not metaphorically the reciter of God's speech. In exactly the same way, 
he who pronounces the shahddahformula actualizes in himself something 
"uncreated', which is fmn." 

Aba ‘Udhbah gives also the argument advanced by the people of 
Samarqand against this particular thesis. He who pronounces certain words 
which happen to coincide with words in the Koran, is not reciting from the 
Koran at all unless he has the clear intention of doing so. In the same 
way, the mere pronouncing of the shahádah-formula does not mean that 
something ‘uncreated’ subsists in the heart of the man. Furthermore, even 
when the shahádah-formula is backed by a firm conviction in the heart, 
what is in the heart is not the thing which is in the essence of God. 
Whatever occurs in the human heart is ‘created’ and contingent, because 
it is nothing but a knowledge of the meaning of the words. The Divine 
words, being essetially an ‘inner speech’ kalám nafsi subsisting in God, are 
‘uncreated’, but the counterpart which is in the human heart is not Divine 
speech itself, but it is the meaning of the speech, which is ‘created’."* 


Against the distinction made by the people of Bukhara between the 
‘created’ and ‘uncreated’ aspects of fmn, Bayádi supports the Samarqand 
school. It is conceded that Divine ‘guidance’ hiddyah, being pre-eminently 
an act of God, is ‘uncreated’, It is further conceded that ‘guidance’ is a 
necessary condition (shart) without which imdn cannot be actualized. And 
yet it is not an essential constituent (rukn, ‘pillar’) of intdn. In this respect, 
‘guidance’ is just like all acts of obedience in relation to imán.'* The thesis 
that ‘guidance’ is the ‘uncreated’ part of imám owes its birth to a confusion 
between a necessary condition and an essential constituent. 


12): ibid. p. 72 

13) ibid. pp. 724 

14) Note again the IJanafte feature of excluding ‘work’ (rom the essential structure of Imdn. 
H is an indispensable condition for its actualization, but mot an essential constituent of it. 
Divine "guidance" is put in the same position in regard to the occurrence of (тап. 


Creation of Îman 23 


Bayádi points out that ímán is something which God has commanded. 
God's command occurs only with regard to those things that are in His 
power. And whatever belongs to this category is ‘created’. Divine ‘guidance’ 
and ‘assistance’ do not belongs to this category. Therefore imm cannot 
possibly be the name of these two things." 


In the particular theological context produced by the Mu'tazilite theory 
of Divine justice, this thesis of the creation of imm raises a further very 
important problem. Suppose we have agreed that imdn is ‘created’. Does 
it imply that man has no active part to play in the birth of imdn in his 
heart? In other words, is he forced to believe by the Divine creation of mûn 
in him, there being no freedom and, consequently, no responsibility on hix 
part? Does the thesis lead to the /abriyyah position ? 

The Jabrites, whose representative is Jahm b. Safwan, assert that man 
does not ‘do’ anything in the real sense of the word, that he has no freedom 
of will nor power to do anything positively, and that all his actions are 
beyond his control just as the movements of feverish shiver and pulse 
Iman and kufr are thus quite ‘involuntary’. 

Against this Bayádi argues, basing himself оп a passage in the Fiqh 
Akbar Ш which he attributes to Aba Hanifah," that man has a positive 
part to play in the birth of тйл in himself, although the latter is essentially 
‘created’ by God. In the following quotation, Bayádi's explanatory remarks 
are given between parentheses. 

(Aba Hanifah says in his Fiqh Akbar Il:) God has not compelled 
any one of His creatures to kufr (by creating it in him and forcing 
him toward it) nor to imán. He has not created anyone as a Believer 
(by creating in him ímán without leaving him any room for free 
choice and acquisition) nor as a Кабг (by creating in him kufr with- 
out giving him any power to choose between it and its opposite). 
God has created men as individuals (ie. individual representatives 
Cof one and the same species) provided with a certain number of 
essential characteristics as well as other distinguishing marks that are 


15) 
16) 
17) Article 6, ef. Wensinck, Muslim Creed, p. 191 

18) This last remark is very typical of the Méturidite position om the problem of human 
power. It stands characterisitically in sharp opposition to the Ash‘arite position. In Ash‘arism 
the human power for kufr is suitable only for kufr, it is not suitable for imn at all. In Ма. 
turldism, on the contrary, one and the same power is suitable both for kufr and Iman. And 


this gives man a certain degree of freedom. freedom of choosing between the two opposite 
directions. 
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necessarily derived from the latter. Îmûn and kufr, however, are 
not found among these specific characteristics of man which distinguish 
him from all other species of existent things. Thus it is clear that 
God has not created man in the state of either a Believer or a 
Кабг without leaving him freedom of choice). 

So imán and kufr are the ‘work’ of man (ie. his ‘acquisition’, some 
thing which he acquires by using his power in a certain definite 
direction, and are not among those things that are determined fixedly 
beyond any interference on his part. This may be understood from 
the fact that there is a natural difference between the ‘compulsor 
kind of things which occur in man, like feverish shiver and the beat- 
ing of the pulse on the one hand, and that which occurs in man in 
accordance with his intention and motive, on the other. Ímán and 
kufr are of the latter kind).'" 


This kind of discussion of the part played by God and man in the 
birth of ímán in man raises another serious question in the context of 
Islamic theology. And that is the question of the relation between God's 
will or volition and the creation of iman. The problem may not appear 
serious as far as imdn itself is concerned. But it takes on an extremely 
serious aspect if we consider the opposite of imn, that is, kufr. One may 
easily concede that тйл is a creation of God in an individual, making that 
individual a Believer. But is this true also of kufr? If God is the Creator 
of imán, is He also the Creator of kufr? If God creates kufr, it would 
naturally imply that He wills it and wishes it. Certainly a Mu'tazilite would 
never concede such a thesis, What then is the relation between Divine will 
ind the birth of kufr in man? We shall be occupied with this problem 
in the following section. 


IV Creation of kufr 


As have remarked in the last paragraph, this question is, properly 
speaking, nothing but the reverse side of the problem of the creation of 
imm. However the reverse side proves a more serious question becuse it 
involves Divine will and volition in the creation of the worst kind of sin. 
1) op. it. p 254 
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Is it at all imaginable that the infinitely righteous God should will the crea- 
tion of such an evil as kufr? The Muslim theologians are here faced with 
a most grave and challenging problem. 

As an interesting and convenient introduction to this problem I shall 
begin by quoting Ibn Hazm in his refutation of the thesis that imdn is 
‘uncreated’. The prooftext on which he bases his argument is the Sürah 
of Yünus (X), 100, which reads: ‘It is not for any soul to believe except 
by the permission (йя) of God’. 

This text is quite explicit in declaring that no one is able to believe 
except by the permission of God ... So we know for certain that 
everybody who becomes a Believer does so by the permission of God 
and because God desires (shd’a) that he should believe. This makes 
it clear also that whoever does not believe does not believe because 
God does not permit him to have mûn and because He does not 
desire him to have ímán. 
The ‘permission’ idhn of which the Koran speaks here, ie. God's 
‘desire’ mashi'ah, is nothing else than God's creation of imn in 
whoever becomes a Believer. It is, in other words, God's saying ‘Be ! 
to imám so that it may occur. Conversely, absence of ‘permission’, 
е. absense of ‘desire’, would mean that God would refrain from 
creating imdn in a man, thus leaving him in unbelief. There is no 
other way of interpreting the text, for it is quite clear that ‘permis 
sion’ here does not mean ‘command’ ат." 

It is worthy of note that Ibn Hazm introduces in this passage the key- 
word ‘desire’ mashi'ah which plays an exceedingly important role in the 
Hanafite solution of the difficulty, as we shall see presently. But first let 
us examine what the Mu'tazilites have to say, for they are after all responsi 
ble for raising this problem in such a crucial form. 


‘The nature and the locus of the difficulty within the Qadariyyah context 
are quite obvious. If God were the Creator of kufr, the reponsibility for 
the existence of this greatest evil (and for that matter, the existence of all 
evils) in the world would lie with God, not with man. And God would 
have no right to punish the Kafirs for being Kars. The Mu'tazilites solve 
the question simply by negating the Divine creation of kufr. 

Ash'ari says that all the Mu'tazilites are agreed on the point that God 
creates neither kufr nor acts of disobedience (та'@{). The only exception 
to this is Sali Qubbah, who asserts that God has created them in the sense 
that he has created а certain number of things that are designated by the 
20) Fil, IV, pp. 138-139 
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words kufr and ma'asi, creating together with these things certain properties 
and qualifications that are peculiar to them." Still Salih Qubbah may not 
have meant thereby that God creates these things that are designated by 
kufr in а man so that he might become а Кабг. Even in a case like this, 
it is more in line with the main Mu'tazilite tendency to assert that God 
creates а man and the Kafirrmaking properties, and that it is up to the 
man to choose the latter and become thereby а Кабг. We shall see this 
point more clearly in what al-Sharif al-Murtadà says about it in Ат! 
Here the discussion turns around the Koranic verse (V, 60) which 
rends : ‘Shall I tell you of something worse than that as a result of Divine 
chastisement? (I mean the case of) those whom God has cursed, and whom 
He with wrath has turned some into apes and some into swine, and who 
have become idol-worshippers'. 
‘The anti-Mu'tazilites use this verse as one of the important proof-texts 
in favor of their theory that it is God who creates ku/r, and makes а man 
а Кабг. 
(They argue :) How could you deny that this verse shows conclusively 
that it is God who turns a man into а Кайт, for He informs us here 
that He has made some men idoLworshippers, just as he has made 
(some of them) apes and swine? God cannot possibly turn a man 
into а Кабг without creating his kufr. (To this Murtada replies :) 
How is it possible to interpret the verse in the sense that God іп. 
forms us that he has made them Kifirs and created their kufr? “The 
Divine words here purport to be a reproach against them, a severe 
remonstrance with them about their kufr, and an expression of an 
extreme disdain for them. God is simply reproaching them, and there 
is no place for the conception that He is the Creator of their kufr. 
God's reproach has nothing at all to do with His creating the object 
of the reproach. 
Besides, the Kafirs would be perfectly innocent and excusable if God 
were the Creator of that for which He reproaches them. And the 
words would be sheer contradiction and nonsense. ... 
‘The most that can be understood from the verse is the information 
that He has created and produced those who worship idols and that 
He has made some of them apes and swine. 
There is of course no doubt that God has created the Kafir for there 
is no Creator other than God. And yet it does not follow necessarily 
from this that He has created his ku/r and turned him thereby into 

21) Magdlat, p. 227 

22) П, pp. 180-181 
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а Кабг. 

The meaning of the last two sentences is that God із the Creator of 
the man who is potentially а Кабг, i.e. who will become a Kafir, but this 
is quite a different thing from saying that God has created kufr in him. 
God creates a man, but whether he really becomes а Káfir or not is his 
affair, not God's. 

‘That by which а Кабг becomes a Кабг is not necessarily God's 
work. Nay, rather we have a definite proof that He is far too exalted 
to produce and create such a thing. The two (ie. the creation of a 
man who is to become а Кабг on the one hand, and the creation of 
that by which he becomes a Káfir) are entirely different matters. 


In the same book,” Murtadà deals with the problem of the Divine 
creation of kufr from a slightly different angle. This time the prooftext is 
the Koranic verse (Ш, 8): "Our Lord, do not cause our hearts to stray 
after thou hast guided us (to the right path). 

The verse would seem to give the anti-Mu'tazilites a good ground on 
which to assert that both ímán and kufr are God's creation. “The very 
fact, they say, ‘that the Muslims ask God not to cause their hearts to go 
astray shows very clearly that it is possible for God to cause their hearts to 
қо astray from the ímán to which He has guided them.’ 

To this Murtada replies on behalf of Mu'tazilism in the following way : 
the verse does not say that God directly creates kufr in their hearts ; it says 
only that it is possible for God to produce such situations which might cause 
kufr in them. In other words, even in situations of that kind, man is always 
free not to choose the wrong way. If he chooses kufr under the pressure 
of a situation, it is essentially a matter of his own responsibility. On the 
basis of this understanding, Murtada proposes a number of possible interpreta- 
tions of the above-quoted verse. Here I shall give two of them аз an ex: 
ample of the philological type of argumentation : 

(1) The verse may be paraphrazed as: "O our Lord! After having 
given us " guidance " to the right path do not subject us to a trial 
so bitter and severe as to induce our hearts to go astray’ 

When one has to undergo an unbearably severe trial, one's heart may 
lose faith under the pressure of the situation. To describe such a case 
it is quite admissible (ie. grammatically) for one to make God the 
subject of the action (as the Koranic verse does) and to attribute to 
God the going astray of the heart. 

Now if we are asked to explain what we mean by God's making 

зр ibid, U, pp. 25 8 
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our hearts undergo an unbearably severe trial, we would answer : that 
occurs by God's making our desire extremely strong for anything 
which our Reason judges to be bad and evil, and Ніз strengthening 
our tendency to shun our duties. (This, however, is not to be 
understood as an evil and malicious act on the part of God, because 
by His doing so) the moral duty upon us is made more difficult to 
accomplish, but the reward which we would merit (by accomplishing 
it) would be the greater. 

(2) The second possible way of interpretation is to take the verse as 
an earnest prayer to God on the part of Muslims so that He might 
keep their hearts firm and steady on the ‘guidance’, and strengthen 
them with His grace without which they could not continue to maintain 
imén for а long time. (This interpretation is based on the Koranic 
thought that the human soul is by nature weak and prone to err.) 
Thus the verse may be paraphrased as: ‘O Lord! Do not leave our 
souls alone without strengthening them with Thy grace. For without 
it we would surely lose the right path and go astray’ 


Far more difficult is the situation of those who take the position that 
kufr is ‘created’, because, as we have remarked at the outset, this would 
raise immediately a most serious question: Does God will and desire kufr? 
For it is impossible for anybody to create anything without the will and 
desire to do so. And if they say Yes to this question, they would get 
involved in the difficulty of being forced to admit that God liked kufr and 
approved of it. 

Ibn Hazm, in the passage we quoted at the beginning of the present 
section, introduced the key-word ‘desire’ or ‘wish’ mashi’ah (the correspond- 
ing verb is shd'a, meaning ‘to wish’) in discussing the problem of the birth 
of imûn in man in relation to God's volition. The problem now is to see 
whether a similar relation holds or not between kufr and Gods’ volition. 
First of all, he formulates the Mu'tazilite thesis in the following way : 

When anybody becomes а Кабт, or when anybody commits a grave 
sin and becomes a Fásiq, or when anybody reviles God or kills a 
Prophet, all this has nothing to do with God's desire or wish. God 
never desires (shd'a) such a thing. This is proved by the Koranic 
verse : ‘God is not pleased with kufr on the part of men’ (XXXIX, 
D^ 
In general, whoever does what God wishes (man to do) is one who 
20) Füal, WV. pp. зз 
25) C abo XLVIL 28 
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deserves reward because of his good deed. So if in truth God wished 
that а man be а Кабг or that he commit a grave sin, and if the man 
really did so, he would have done what God wished him to do. In 
other words, he would have done a good thing and thus have merited 
Divine reward. (But this is absurd.) 

Against this Mu'tazilite view, Ibn Hazm argues that, according to the 
view taken by the people of the Sunnah, the words ‘will’ irádah and ‘wish 
mashi’ah are equivocal in nature and are used in two different meanings 
according to actual context. 

One of them is ‘satisfaction’ or ‘good pleasure’ ridê, and ‘approval’ 
án (which means more literally: ‘considering something good’). In 
this first sense, these words cannot be used in reference to God regarding 
what He has forbidden. 

The second meaning is that of wishing or willing the existence of a 
thing, whatever it may be. In this sense the words can be used in reference 
to God regarding every existent thing in the world, whether good or bad. 
We are entitled to say only in this second sense that God wished, desired, 
or willed such-and-such a thing, even if the thing in question be an evil like 
hufr. 

The Mu'tazilites use these words sometimes in this and sometimes in 
that sense. But this is exactly what we generally understand by sophistry. 
It is clear then, so Ibn Hazm concludes, that they are using a sophistic 
method in their argument on this question. 

The right view of the people of the Sunnah is this: he who does 
what God wills (aráda) and desires (shd'a) cannot be considered 
thereby one who does a good thing and is praiseworthy, The real 
good-doer is a man who does that which God has commanded him 
to do and that with which He is satisfied. 

In other words, kufr is an object of Divine will and desire in the second 
sense of these words as defined above, not in the first. Therefore he who 
does it does not by any means deserve Divine reward. 

At this point Ibn Hazm takes the offensive more positively, and asks 
his opponents: Is God capable at all of preventing the Кабг from kufr, the 
from fisq, the man who reviles Him from reviling, and the killer of 
a Prophet from killing, etc.? If the opponents answer in the negative, they 
would simply be attributing ‘inability’ ‘ajz to God. This would of course 
be kufr itself, because it negates the divinity of God. If, on the contrary 
they answer in the affirmative, that would amount necessarily to acknowl- 
edging that He (since He does not actually prevent all these things inspite 
of His ability to do so) wills that they remain in their kufr. and that He 
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is the One who keeps the Кабг and kufr as they are during the time in 

which the Кабг remains in the state of kufr. And this is precisely what 

we mean when we say that He wishes the existence of kufr, without being 

at all satisfied with it. "Without being satisfied’ is here rather a weak 

expression. We shall rather say that ‘He is angered’ by what the man does. 
We know by necessity that he who is able to prevent something and 
yet does not do so wishes and desires the existence of that thing, 
for if he did not desire it he would change it and prevent it without 
leaving it as it is. 

Thus Ibn Hazm comes back to his favorite and basic thesis, namely 
that we must not measure the right and wrong of what God does by a 
standard which is valid only among human beings. God is absolutely free. 
Whatever He does, however He judges, He is just and wise. Only when 
the objects of God's will are materialized in the world of human reality 
and looked at from the human point of view, do some become good and 
others bad. 


Now the most important point to notice in the above argument of Ibn 
m is that he puts ‘will’ irddah and ‘desire’ mashi'ah together as one 
unit and isolates in it two different meanings. This is the point at which 
he differs basically from the Hanafites-Maturidites. But before we come to 
this quetion, we shall do well to take a glance at Ash'ari's position. 

We have already seen how Азап deals with the problem of the 
‘creation’ of imdn in quite a different context, namely as a cosmic event 
that infinitely precedes the birth of imdn as a personal existential matter of 
each individual man. As regards kufr, which is properly speaking but the 
reverse side of imén, he deals with it as a purely individual and personal 
matter. But in addition to that, he considers the problem in an explicitly 
predestinarian context. To put it differently, he lays emphasis not so much 
on the problem of the ‘creation’ of kufr as on that of God's decree and 
predetermination of kufr. 

To the question of whether he and his followers are satisfied with the 
idea that God has decreed and determined kufr, Ash'ari answers : 

We are satisfied with the idea that God has decreed Kur as something 
evil and determined its nature as wrong. However (this does not 
mean that) we do approve of the fact that a man actually becomes 
а Кабг thereby, because that is what God has forbidden man to do. 
Our expressing satisfaction with God's decree (4002, ie. of kufr) 
mean that we are satisfied with kufr itself." 
35) алта ft al-Redd ala АМ ab Zaygh wa-al-Bida*, ed. Richard McCarthy, Beirut, 1953, 
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Now to come to a more central point: Does Ash'ari agree that the acts 
of disobedience were decreed and predetermined by God? Yes, he says, 
they were, in the sense that He has created them and has written them 
down and has informed us of their coming into being. However they werc 
not decreed and predetermined in the sense that God has commanded us to 
do them.” 

We have to conclude from this that God's decree concerns two kinds of 
objects: one is the right things (афф), like the acts of obedience, the doing 
of which God has not forbidden, and the other the wrong things (báfil), 
like injustice, kufr, and the acts of disobedience. Both are equally God's 
creation. But the one is right and the other is wrong. Thus ‘decree’ qadd" 
is to be differentiated from the ‘object of decree’ magdí. And the ‘decree’ 
in the former case is ‘command’ amr, whereas the ‘decree’ in the latter 
case, is just announcing, informing, and writing down. The ‘decree’ itself 
is in both cases right. 

In the light of this, we must say that kufr (which is an object of decree) 
is essentially wrong, but the decree of kufr is right." 


We turn now to the Hanafite-Maturidite position. The position has an 
important feature in common with the Ash'arite position which we have 
just analyzed. I am referring to the conception that there is nothing wrong 
with the creation itself of kufr by God. On this point Bayádi says as follows : 
The Divine creation of kufr is not at all wrong. What is wrong is 
that man gets qualified by that attribute through his own choice. (As 
Abû Hanifah says) God did not command it (ie. kufr). How could 
this be, seeing that the Creator is infinitely wise? He never com: 
mands except that which will bring about а praiseworthy outcome. 
On the contrary He forbids it in accordance with his Wisdom.” 
Basing himself on a statement found in Abû Hanifah's al-Figh al-Absat, 
Bayádi argues that if God punishes the Kafirs, it is because of their voluntary 
choice (ikhtiyár) of kufr. God was pleased and satisfied with the creation 
of kufr, because He created it at the outset as a punishment for the bad 
choice (which human beings would make in future). If He had not been 
pleased, He would not have created kufr, particularly when He knew that 
it would be even stronger than His command, 
Satisfaction with the creation itself of something, Bayádi goes on to say, 


#104, р. 46 
27) а. gut. p. 15 

28) ibid. 9102.103, рр. 15-16 
29) op. cit. p. 301 
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does not necessarily imply satisfaction with the thing created. God was 

pleased to create kufr, but He was not pleased with kufr itself. 
God ‘wishes’ for the Kafirs (kufr becuse they voluntarily choose it). 
but He is not pleased with it. (As for his "wishing mashíah to 
create an evil thing like kufr, it is just the same as) His creation of 
Satan, wine and swine. He was pleased with His creating these 
things, (because creation of an evil thing is not in itself evil ; on the 
contrary, it embodies something of Divine wisdom which is too deep 
for the ordinary human minds to comprehend." 


In connection with the word mashi'ah which occurs in the last quota- 
tion, we may remark that one important point is shared by the Máturidite 
thesis and that put forward by Ibn Hazm. As we remember, Ibn Hazm 
uses the words ‘desire’ or ‘wish’ mashi‘ah and ‘will’ irádah as important 
key-terms in the discussion of this problem. There is, however a subtle but 
basic difference between the two positions. For Ibn Hazm mashi'ah and 
irédah are synonymous with each other. And within this single unit a 
distinction is made between the meaning of ‘good pleasure’ and the meaning 
of merely ‘wishing the existence’ of something. 

In Maturidism, mashi’ah and irddah are different concepts strictly to 
be distinguished from each other. Bayádi explains the distinction by the 
ical method.” 
he first Koranic verse which he considers is n if We should 
send down the angels and the dead should speak to them, .... they would 
not believe unless God wishes it (VI, 111). 

The meaning of this verse is that these people, even in the presence 
of Divine ‘signs',* would never come to believe unless God desires 
(mashi'ah) their imén. Here we have a definite proof that a Divine 
"sign", however great it may be, does not coerce man to mûn. 

The truth of the matter is that in the case of a man of whom God 
knows that he is going to choose imdn voluntarily, He, on His part, 
wishes (shá'a) that for him, whereas in the case of a man of whom 
He knows that he is going to choose kufr or persistence in kufr 
(which he has chosen in the past), He wishes that for him. This is 
the opinion of Maturidi in his great Commentary on the Koran. 

Here Bayádi, following Maturidi, points out God's mashi'ah as the 


З) ibid. pp. 160-161. The words in parentheses are explanatory remarks of Bay 
3) ibid. pp. 258-270 
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decisive factor in the birth of imán. He remarks, however, that mashi'ah 
is not a coercive power. Mashi'ah begins to be effective only when man, 
of his own accord, is ready to accept imdn. There is no coercion involved 
in the whole process. And the same is true of the birth of kufr. That 
kufr occurs only by God's mashi'ah is proved, according to Bayadi, by the 
next Koranic verse: ‘It is not for us to go back to it (i.e. the old traditional 
idol-worship of the people) unless God should wish (shd'a) it.’ 
The last clause means ‘except when that is God's mashí'ah", or 
‘except when God's mashî'ah is to abandon us’. In any case, the 
verse is a clear proof that kufr occurs by God's mashí'ah, as Bay- 
dawi has pointed out in his Commentary. The verse contains also a 
proof that kufr is not an object of God's love or His good pleasure. 


Then Bayádi goes on to remark that mashiah, which is thus the 
determining factor in the process of the birth both of imán and kufr, is 
neither to be confused with ‘command’ amr nor with ‘will’ irádah. On 
the basis of the verse: ‘It is not for any soul to believe except by the 
permission (idhn) of God’ (X, 100), he argues that imán occurs only by 
God's mashi'ah, His positive assistance, and that the word idhn here does 
not admit of being interpreted as ‘command’ amr, because actually it happens 
so often that those who are commanded to believe do not believe. 


As regards the relation between mashi'ah and ‘command’ amr, which 
has just been mentioned, the Creed attributed to Maturidi and the com- 
mentary on the Fiqh Akbar I* (also attributed to Maturidi himself) express 
almost exactly the same view. I quote here from the Creed because it is 
more concise than the other source. 
God created kufr and wished (shd'a) it, but He did not command 
it. However He did command ће Кабг to believe, though He did 
not wish it for him. 
To this one may raise an objection and say: (How is it conceivable 
that God should have ‘wished’ kufr?) Is not His mashi’ah* pleasing 
to Him? Of course it is pleasing, we answer. Then our opponent 
will say: Why should He punish (man) for (doing) what pleases 
43) This verse 
interpretation of i 
м) op cit p. 21 
35) *Agldah $15, p. 1i 
18) Note that in this sentence, put into the mouth of the opponent, masM'ah refers rather 


to the ‘object’ of God's ‘wish’. while in the Maturidite reply below, the same word designates 
the act itself of ‘wishing’ 
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Him? 
Our answer to th No, God (does not punish man for doing 
what He is satisfied with but) rather punishes him for what is not 
pleasing to Him. For, although His wish, His decree and all His 
other attributes are pleasing to Him, the act which is actually done 
by man is (not uniform in nature ;) some acts are pleasing to Him, 
but some others are displeasing. The latter (which of course includes 
the act of kufr) are hateful to Him, and He punishes (man) for do- 
ing it. 

Thus the opposition of ‘wish’ and ‘command’ in regard to mûn and 
kufr shows a complex structure in Maturidism, For a man who happens 
to be a potential Believer, God ‘wishes’ йи, though He does not ‘command’ 
it. And the man thereby becomes an actual Believer, without being coerced 
into it. Likewise in the case of a man who is a potential Kafir, God ‘wishes’ 
for him kufr, but does not ‘command’ it. God ‘wishes’ kufr for such a man 
because of His eternal foreknowledge that this particular man will eventually 
end by making a wrong choice and taking kufr for himself” 

This last statement theoretically purports to save God's justice. It em- 
phasizes that God does not ‘wish’ kufr for a potential Кабг just arbitrarily. 
that His ‘wish’ is justified because He knew from eternity that the man 
would choose kufr for himself. 

The same line of thought is followed regarding the case in which the 
man in question is not a potential Кабг, but actually is a Кабг. Concern- 
ing such а man Máturidism takes that position that God ‘commands’ him to 
accept imán (or Мат) but does not ‘wish’ it. Here follow words ascribed 
to Aba Hanifah on this problem as they are interpreted by Bayádi. As 
usual I put the explanatory remarks by the latter between parentheses. 

God ‘commanded’ the Káfirs to accept islam (and imposed upon them 
the duty of choosing the latter voluntarily and of directing their 
ability and power toward it), but He ‘wished’ for them, even before 
they were created, that they should be erring Kafirs (without, how: 
ever, coercing them into it, for God) predetermined in accordance 
with His ‘wish’, and that ‘wish’ was based on His foreknowledge 
(about what each man was going to choose voluntarily. Thus His 
‘wish’ worked in strict accordance with His knowledge about the 


ат) Bayádi. op. cit, p. Wi 
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The already complicated situation caused by various combinations of 
‘wish’, ‘command’, and “good pleasure’ is made more complicated by the 
introduction of another very important concept, ‘will’ ¿rádah. 

The most remarkable feature of God's ‘will’, according to Bayadi, is 
that the object willed is bound to happen. Using the Koranic verse: ‘If 
God so wished (shid'a), He could have gathered them (ie. all men) together 
to the Guidance’ (VI, 35), Bayádi asserts that ‘God obviously did not " 
imûn for all men; and that ‘whatever He wills must necessarily come true’.'* 

This last point distinguishes ‘will’ from ‘command’, because what God 
‘commands’, is often disobeyed, but what He ‘wills’ admits of no disobedience. 
And this makes clear the difference which exists between ‘will’ and ‘wish’, 
because ‘wish’ can very well act against ‘command’. 

As we have seen before, God ‘commands’ the Kafirs to accept imdn 
voluntarily, and yet He ‘wishes’ that they should not do so. Such a thing 
is inconceivable with regard to the relation between ‘will’ and ‘command 
If, instead of ‘commanding’ the Kafirs to accept imdn, God ‘willed’ it. 
then it would simply be inconceivable that He should ‘wish’ them not to do 
so. 


Besides, Bayádi continues, if kufr were an object of Divine ‘will’, man's 
doing it and actualizing it would be to respond to God's ‘will’ in the right 
way, and kufr would be а meritorious act of obedience to God. But this is 
а completely absurd conclusion.“ 
Here Bayádi affirms categorically that conformance with ‘what is willed 

by the willer’ is an act of ‘obedience’ (бай. In another place he says a 
slightly different thing about this problem. 

Not all conformance with what is willed by another person constitutes 

‘obedience’. .... ‘Obedience’ is rather conformance with a ‘command’ 

And ‘command’ is different from ‘will’ 

"Obedience" turns round ‘command’, and in doing an act of ‘obedience’. 

it is inessential whether you know the ‘will’ (of the person whom 

you obey) or not. How could it be otherwise? ‘Will’ is always 

hidden ; only ‘command’ is explicit. This is why in common parlance 

an authoritative leader is described as the one whose ‘command’ is 

obeyed, and not as the one whose ‘will’ is obeyed. 

However, it is also true that if a certain act done by somebody is in 
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conformity with the ‘will’ of somebody else by sheer chance, and if 
the doer of that act is not at all aware of the (hidden) presence of 
‘will’, the act is not regarded as ‘obedience’. 


The Maturidite argument which we have been trying to follow is of 
quite a scholastic nature. It is formally based on a sophisticated and subtle 
manipulation of a certain number of key-concepts : ‘wish’, ‘will’, ‘command’, 
‘decree’, ‘obedience’ ‘good pleasure’, ete. And this discloses to our eyes а 
certain important aspect of Máturidism. But the real theological point which 
they want to make by this scholastic manipulation of concepts is quite a 
simple one, namely that God created kufr by His ‘wish’ mashi'ah because 
He knew from the beginning that certain men would choose of their own 
accord the way of kufr ; that He liked His creation of kufr, but He has 
been displeased with men’s actually becoming Kafirs by their choice of Kur. 

It is undeniable that there is a conspicuous clumsiness in the content 
itself of this argument, too. But it is interesting as well as valuable as a 
concrete illustration of the tremendous intellectual effort made by the 
Máturidites to safeguard God's justice within the boundaries of Orthodoxy. 
that is, without surrendering to Mu'tazilism. We must remember that the 
problem of the creation of imán and kufr was raised first by the Mu'tazilites 
as a very serious problem of theodicy. 


Before we close this chapter, mention must be made briefly of the ques- 
tion of fitrah, or the natural religious disposition of man, which obviously 
has a significant relation with the problem of the creation of imán. 
'orically, the problem of fifrah goes back to a very early period of 
Idam when the extremists among the Khárijites went so far as to propose 
(and to practise ruthlessly) the killing of the children of all those who did 
mot agree with them in every detail about religion, whom they regarded as 
Kafirs. 

Against this extremism, some groups of the Khárijites (the Saltiyyah, 
among the ‘Ajdridah, for example) maintained that the children, whether 
born of believing parents or of Káfir parents, were neutral, so to speak. 
When the children reach the age of discretion, they should be invited to 
embrace Islam. Only then, they maintained, would the real religious status 
of each person become definitely clear." 

Now there is a very famous Hadith handed down to us concerning this 
particular problem. The Hadith reads: ‘Every child is born in the Átfrah. 
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аз) Азап, Maqalat, p. 97 


Creation of Iman E 
But his parents turn him into a Jew or a Christian or a Parsi’. Here the 
word fifrah evidently means the natural religious disposition common to all 
men. 

However, the Mu'tazilites understood fah in this Hadith as completely 
synonymous with Islam. It was quite natural for them to do so because for 
the Mu'tazilites, religion was primarily a matter of Reason, and Islam was 
the true religion of universal Reason. In this interpretation, the Hadith 
would mean that every child is born a Muslim, 

Ibn Hazm agrees with this and maintains that even the children of the 
polytheists all deserve the name ‘Muslim’, and that in the Hereafter they 
would go to the Garden.“ 

The Hanafite-Maturidite school prefers the neutrality thesis In the 
Fiqh Akbar Il, we read : 

God created all creatures free from both kufr and imén. Then He 
addressed them, commanding them and forbidding them. As а result, 
some of them committed kufr. In this case their denial (of the Truth) 
and disavowal of it were caused by God's abandoning them. But 
some of them turned to imán by their ‘work’, ‘confession’, and ‘as- 
sent. In this case, all this occurred because of God's assisting 
them." 
God does not coerce any of His creatures into kufr or imám. He 
does not create them either as Believers or Кабг, but He creates them 
simply as (responsible) individuals. So kufr and imn are all ‘works’ 
of men.“ 

Strictly speaking, however, the Maturidite understanding of fitrah is not 
perfectly ‘neutral’, True, the fitrah is as yet neither imán nor kufr. But 
it is a good religious nature. It is a kind of inborn quality which, if left 
alone without any interference from the parents, would lead the child to 
acknowledge by natural process of reasoning (isfidlál) the existence of his 
Creator." 
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CONCLUSION 


Contrary to what 1 did in two of my earlier works relating to Islamology. 
I have, in the present book, kept the methodological principles of semantic 
analysis in the background, and have tried to present only the results of 
the analytic process. But, in reality, all through the book it has been my 
aim to produce a consistent and systematic work of semantic analysis. In 
ending the book, I think I would do well to bring to light the methodological 
aspect of the matter and correlate it with some of the major results that 
have been presented. 

The word ‘semantics’ is an extremely ambiguous and elusive expression. 
And everybody who wants to speak at all of a ‘semantic’ study of any 
object with a measure of consistency must have recourse willy-nilly to a 
stipulative kind of definition, which cannot by nature avoid being arbitrary 
to а certain extent. ‘Semantics’, as I understand it, consists, briefly stated, 
in an analytic study of a segment or segments of a whole world-view, 
conducted through the analysis of the key-words that linguistically express 
the segment or segments in question. In a discipline like theology or 
philosophy, a ‘key-word’ corresponds to what is more generally called a 
technical term. 

History of theological thought, which happens to be our immediate 
concern is, from the view-point of semantics, nothing but a history of technical 
terms, that is, the process of formation, extending over centuries, of key- 
words that correspond to main points of crystallization in theological thinking. 

In the present work, I have tried to follow the key-word imn through 
this gradual formative process. But we have to keep in mind the very 
important fact that no key-word stands alone and develops in isolation 
from other key-words of varying degrees of importance. Each key-word is 
accompanied by others, and together they form a complex network of key: 
words which we call in semantics a ‘semantic field’. A semantic field is a 
more or less intricate network of key-words, which traces and duplicates 
linguistically a system of key-concepts. 

A particularly important key-word gathers around itself at each stage 
of its development a certain number of key-words and forms one or more 
than one semantic field. The word ímá in Islamic theology proved 
historically to be one of those particularly important keywords. And in 
the course of the present work, several such semantic fields of imdn have 
been isolated. 
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Now briefly there are three major ways in which two or more than 
two key-words become closely associated with each other and come to form 
а closely-knit semantic network which we call ‘field’: (1) synonymous 
association, (2) antonymous association and (3) the splitting up of one 
key-concept into a number of constituent elements, each one of which is 
expressed by a key-word. Let us now try to examine in terms of these 
three categories the most important of the concrete facts that have been 
presented in the course of this book. 

(1) Synonymous association 

By ‘synonymous’ I do not mean an exact and perfect synonymity. 1 
refer thereby to cases in which two (or more than two) key-words, say A 
and B, can be used more or less interchangeably without altering a semantic 
situation in a drastic way. The basic law of economy, however, does not 
allow the two quasisynonymous key-words to co-exist peacefully, The result 
is that in cases of this kind, there develops ordinarily between A and B a 
tension situation, that of rivalry and competition for supremacy, and in most 
cases the rivalry ends up by A and B dividing the whole meaning area into 
two parts, and this new situation lasts until some new factor comes in to 
break the balance of powers. 

This is roughly what happened to the two key-words imdn and islám 
in their mutual relation. At first, in the Koran, they are quasisynonymous 
with each other. This can be perceived by the fact that in the majority of 
cases the two words are used almost interchangeably. А muslim (ie. а 
man of íslám) is roughly the same as a mu'min (ie. a man of imdn) in 
the sense that both usually refer to опе and the same person. In other 
words, they are synonymous with each other as far the denotation is 
concerned, although they are different in their connotation. 

But already in the Koran a subtle but very important distinction between 
them is suggested in clear terms in connection with the religiously lukewarm 
Bedouins ‘who may be called muslim-s but not mu’mins'. The thinkers in 
the post-Koranic periods tend to emphasize the aspect of difference rather 
than that of synonymity. Various attempts are made in the Hadiths to 
determine the relative importance of mûn and islam. Some make islám 
the more comprehensive concept, including within its area imdn as one of 
its constituents together with four ritual duties: worship, zakdt, fasting, 
pilgrimage. Others make islûm an external matter, and imdn a matter of 
the heart. Some others again take the position that ímán represents a higher 
degree than islam 

All these things have been examined carefully in Chapter IV, and it 
would be meaningless to repeat what has been said earlier. The only point 


to make in the particular context of this Conclusion is that 
imán and islám, in whatever way one may understand the relation between 
them, represent two important rival concepts covering one and the same 
area of application. And this illustrates the way in which synonymous 
association of two or more words determines and delimits a meaning area 
which we technically call a semantic feld. 

The semantic field constituted by imdn-isldm in Muslim theology is a 
very wide and comprehenrive one which includes within it à number of 
sub-felds, and each опе of the sub-felds is in itself a semantic field covering 
а certain area of its own and having a particular structure of its own, based 
her on synonymous association or antonymous association or conceptual 
splitting. For example, in the semantic field of the ‘creation of kufr’, which 
itself а sub-section of the wider field of kufr, we saw in the last chapter 
а number of ‘synonymous’ key-words (mashf'ah, irádah. amr, rid 
competing with each other for supremacy, as it were, and forming thereby 
an intericate system of combinations and repulsions. 


(2) Antonymous association 

This is best illustrated by the radical opposition of imm (islim) and 
kufr. "A semantic field is formed when two major key-concepts stand totally 
opposed to each other. The semantic field standing on the basic opposition 
of imán and kufr existed from the very beginning in Islamic thought, for 
the Koran constantly and emphatically put the Believer-Muslim in the sharp. 
est opposition to the Kafir. And theology inherited this semantic field 
directly from the Koran. 

However, as we observed in Chapter I, under the surface of the same 
outward form (ie. the opposition of imn and kufr). a drastic inner change 
takes place in the structure of this field as it passes from the Koran to theo- 
logy, because in the latter kufr no longer refers primarily to the unbelief 
of those who refuse to be converted to Islam, but concerns the unbelief oc 
curring among the Muslims themselves, in the very midst of the Communit 

Further, this semantic field presents a complex structure. For just as 
imdn forms a large independent field together with iskim on the principle 
of synonymous association, so kufr too stands in а synonymous relation to 
its rival concepts such as shirk, ie. polytheism, fisq. ie. comitting а grave 
sin, and 1704. ie. hypocrisy. 


(3) Аз regards the splitting up of a key-concept into its constituents, 
Islamic theology presents a grand-scale illustration of the phenomenon, for 
this is precisely what the Murji'ites did with regard to the key-concept imn. 
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Four major elements were isolated : ma'rifah, tasdiq, iqrár (ог qawl), and 
"amal. We have seen in chapters VI-IX, how each one of these elements 
constituted a major problem in theology, causing endless heated discussions 
among the most brilliant minds in Islam. 


Besides the three major principles of feld formation which we have 
just surveyed, there are naturally a number of other ways in which a 
semantic field is developed. These secondary ways of field formation are 
largely dependent on particular historical circumstances and are therefore 
mostly of an entirely unpredictable nature. Semantic fields that are formed 
in this manner are conditioned by chance events and may reflect almost 
anything that attracts the attention of the people of a given age. 

In the early days of Islam, for instance, the extremist Khárijites caused 
terror and spread havoc throughout the Community by murdering those 
who did mot share their political and theological views. The people were 
horrified in particular at the sight of the Khárijites killing innocent children 
in the name of religion. On the higher intellectual level, this state of affairs 
raised the theoretical problem of the religious status of children, whether 
Muslim or pagan. And the problem, as we saw in the foregoing chapter, 
was crystallized in the key-word /ifrah, ie. the natural religious disposition. 
And this key-word gathered around itself a number of other words such as 
imén, islam, kufr, (ifl (ie. child), and thus formed an independent semantic 
field. 

The formation of a semantic field is often caused by a more theoretical 
circumstance. The Mu'tazilites, to give one example, were seriously concerned 
with the problem of the ethical responsibility of man. In order that human 
responsibility be upheld with theoretical consistency, the autonomy of man 
had to be established. Thus the Mu'tazilites came to maintain that what 
ever man did, whether good or evil, was his own work, and that God had 
no part in it. In the particularly Islamic context, this problem, which is in 
fact one of the most fundamental and therefore most universal problems in 
ethics everywhere, found its crystallization in the key-word ‘creation’ khalq 
(ie. the ‘creation of work’ khalq al^amal by man himself. Man was 
declared thereby the ‘creator’ of his own works. And the problem, once 
raised in this radical form, found repercussions in most of the important 
semantic fields in theology. The fields of fmn and kufr were no exception. 
The key-word khalq was soon brought into connection with iman and kufr 
and thus a particular field (such as has been described in detail in Chapter 
XI) was formed within the larger fields of mûn and kufr. 


As D have remarked more than once in the course of this book, imán 
is originally a purely personal and existential affair. The very core of imán 
is too personal and too deep to be talked about theoretically. There is 
imán which to the last resists being theorized and rationalized. 
If, in spite of all this, one forces one's way toward an intellectual and rational 
grasp of the phenomenon, the throbbing life of imn is of necessity lost. 
But of course the work is not without valuable recompense, for the analytic 
and intellectual grasp of fmn discloses the solid structure underlying the 
seemingly vague, elusive and purely psychological state, And this we have 
amply seen in the course of the present work. 

All through this book we have been pursuing the process of the 
intellectualization of imdn, the process, in other words, by which the Muslims 
went on gaining an ever keener analytic and rational insight into the nature 
of ímán, as reflected in their own consciousness. By doing so they succeeded 
in laying bare the conceptual structure of йлн, but something deeply 
personal, something really vital, escaped the fine mesh of their analysis. 

In the course of the history of Islamic theology some attempts have 
been made to restore the original living touch to the concept of imdn. The 
earliest systematic hat made by the Murjíites. 
ite definitions of imán contain 
Г, ‘humble submission’ and the like as part of 
the essence of imn. The fact that most of the leading Murji'ites had to 
include these emotive attitudes in their definitions of imán testifies to their 
deep personal piety which, even on the level of abstract rationalistic thinking. 
could not help seeking an expression. 

Properly speaking, however, things of this kind were not the main 
concern of the theologians. This aspect of the matter was being developed, 
cultivated and even theorized mainly by the Mystics. If, therefore, one 
wishes to obtain a really comprehensive grasp of Belief or Faith in Islamic 
thought, one will have to conduct an analytic work similar to the present 
work on the nature and development of faqwá, ie. ‘pious fear of God’. 
and other key-concepts in Sufism, Only when the results obtained on both 
sides, theological and mystical, are put together and coordinated with each 
other, can we hope to get a fairly complete picture of Belief as understood 
in Islam. 
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KITAB ALÍMÁN 


1. Bab of imán and the statement of the Prophet (May God bless him 
and give him peace): "lslám is built upon five (bases)”. And imén is 
speech (фаш!) and work (f), and it increases and decreases. God Most 
High said: “... йи order that they might add imán to their imán" (48 
4); "and We increase them in guidance” (18: 12): “and God doth 
advance in guidance those who seek guidance” (19: 78); " but those who 
receive guidance He increases in guidance and brings them their fear 
(taqwá) of God" (47: 19). And God said Which of you has it 
(ie. a Sürah of the Revelation) increased in imûn? As for those who 
believed, it increased them in imán" (9: 125). And God said: 

it (the truth) only increased them in imán and surrender (taslim) 


Loving God, as well as hatred for the sake of God, is part of imdn. 

And ‘Umar b. "Abd al^Aziz wrote the following letter to ‘Ali b. Adi 
To imán belong obligations ( fard'id) and commandments (йат?) 
and forbidden practices (шай) and recommended practices (suman) 
Whoever has perfected these things has perfected imdn, and whoever 
has not perfected them has not perfected imdn. And if | live, | 
will explain these requirements to you that you might be aware of 
them ; and if I die (before I am able to do that), I do not desire 
your companionship. 

Ibrahim (on him be peace) said: “But that my heart might be 

satisfied” (2: 262). 
Mu‘édh said: "Sit with us, that we might for a while be 
Ibn Mas'ûd said: “Certainty (yagin) is the whole of ímán". 
Ibn ‘Umar said: “The servant of God does not attain the reality of 

the fear of God until he abandons what he has concocted in his breast 
Al-Mujihid interpreted the verse, " He has prescribed for you as а 

religion what he entrusted to Noah" (42: 11) to mean, " Oh Muhammad, 

We have bequeathed to you and to him the same religion 
Ibn ‘Abbas said that the words shirah and minhadj mean respectively 

subil (way or road) and sunnah (standard of conduct) 

2. Bab: Your call to God (du'd’) is your iman. 


1) “1 do not desire your companionship”. ‘This could perhaps mean that unless one is 
made aware of the requirements of (mdi he must surely go to Hell 

2) ie. made free from all doubt. 

" 


that we might for a while be free from the distractions which men are heir to. 


A. The Messenger of God (May God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “Islam is built upon five (bases): confession that there is no God 
but Allah, and that Muhammad is the Messenger of God, and the per- 
formance of şalûl. and the bringing of zakát, and the Лај, and the fast 
of Ramadan” 


3. ВБ of the matters relevant to imûn and of God's having said: “ Piety 
does not consist in directing your faces to the East or to the West, but 
the pious one is he who believes in God (amana biláh)..., and so on 
up to the point where He said, “the God-fearers” (al-Muttaqün) (2: 172) 
and of God's saying: “ The believers have prospered”, etc. (23: 1). 
A. The Prophet (May God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“ийн consists in sixty-odd branches and hayd’ is a branch of італ" 


4. Bab: The Muslim is he from whose tongue and whose hand the 
Muslims are safe. 

A. The Prophet (May God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“The Muslim is he from whose tongue and hand the Muslims are safe 
and the Muhájir is he who avoids (man hajara) what God forbids”. 


5. Bab: What kind of Islam is best. 

A. According to Aba Misa who said: " They asked: ‘Oh Messenger 
of God, what kind of Islam is best? He said: “The Islam of one from 
whose tongue and hand the Muslims are safe’.” 


6. Bab: The giving of food is part of Islam. 

A. A man asked the Prophet (May God bless him and give him 
peace): " What kind of Islûm is best?" He said: " Feeding and greeting 
whom you know and whom you know not". 


7: Báb: It is part of imán that a man desire for his brother what he 
desires for himself. 

A. The Prophet (May God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“Мо one of you believes unless he desires for his brother what he desires 
for himself". 
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8. Báb: The love of the Messenger (May God bless him and give him 
peace) is part of imn. 

A. The Messenger of God (May God bless him and give him peace) 
said: "(I swear) by Him in whose hand I am, no one of you believes 
unless 1 be more beloved to him than his children or his father ”. 


9. Bab of the sweetness (haláwah) of imán. 

A. The Prophet (May God bless him and give him peace) said 
“There are three things, the possessor of which finds the sweetness of 
imán : that God and His Messenger be more beloved to him than anything 
else ; that he loves a fellow man, loving him only for God's sake that 
he abhors (the fact) that he might fall back into infidelity (kufr) just as 
he abhors (the fact) that he might be thrown into llell ". 


10. Bab: The badge Calámah) of imán is love of the Ansér. 

A. The Prophet (May God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“The sign of imdn is love of the Ansár and the mark of hypocrisy (nifaq) 
is hatred (bughd) of the Anşûr. 


11. Bab: No bab title. 

The primary source of this account is "Ubàdah b. al-Samit who is 
qualified thus: “And he had witnessed Badr, and he was one of the 
leaders on the night of Aqabah ". 

A. "The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said, while a group of his companions were (gathered) around him: Make 
your commitment to me that you will not steal or fornicate or kill your 
offspring, and that you will not come forth with slander that you have 
concocted, and that you will not disobey God. And whoever of you fulfills 
(these obligations), then his rewards are for God to decide, and whoever 
commits (of this list of prohibitions) anything will be punished in this 
world, this punishment being an expiation for his sins. And whoever 
commits anything (which) then God shields (from view), the punishment 
belongs to God. If He wills, He forgives him of it, and if He wills, He 
punishes him. And we swore our commitment to him on that basis”. 


12. Bab: The flight from dissensions (fitan) is part of religion (din). 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “It can almost be said that the best property of the Muslim is the 
sheep with which he follows the peaks of mountains and the courses of 
brooks, escaping with his religion from the dissensions. 
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13. Bb of the saying of the Prophet (may God bless him and give him 
peace): “1 know more about God than any of you", and of the fact that 
knowledge (ma'rifah) is the work Сата) of the heart because of God's 

img: " But He will blame you for what your hearts have acquired 


"ishah is the primary source for the following 

The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) when 
he commanded them (ie, the people), commanded them only to do things 
which they were able to do. They said: " We are not on the same level 
as you, oh Messenger of God: God has already forgiven you what has 
come to light of your sin (dhanb) and what has not yet come to light” 
‘Then he (the Prophet) became angry until the anger could be seen in his 
face, and he said: “I am more pious and know more of God than any 
of you". 


14. ВАБ concerning one who abhors (the fact) that he might return to 
infidelity (kufr) just as he abhors (the fact) that he might be thrown into 
Hell. This attitude is part of imán. 

A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said 
Whoever has these three characteristics within himself finds the sweetness of 
imán: Whoever loves God and His Messenger more than anything else 
and loves a fellow servant (of God), only loving him for God's sake, and 
abhors the fact that he might return to infidelity (kufr) just as he abhors 
the fact that he might be thrown into Hell". 

15. ВАБ concerning the ranking of the people of indn in works. 

A. The Prophet of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: " The people of Paradise will enter Paradise and the People of Hell 
will enter Hell: then God will say: “Take out (of the Fire) those in 
whose hearts there was the weight of a mustard seed of imdm And 
they will be taken out of the Fire, already black, and thrown into the 
river of rain or of life (Malik is not sure which). Then they will sprout 
just as seeds sprout beside the torrent. Do you not agree that they wil 
come up as saffron flowers, petals intertwined >" 

B. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
sad: "While was sleeping. | saw the people being paraded before me. 
and they were wearing shirts. The shirts of some of them reached the 
breast and others did not even reach that far; and ‘Umar b. al-Khattab 
was presented to me and he was wearing a shirt that he was dragging, 


x According to another version. the expression should be " mustard seed of good 
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behind him”. They asked the Prophet 
oh Messenger of God?” He answered : 


So how do you explain that, 
ith" 


16. Bab: Hayd is part of imán. 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
passed by one of the Ansár while he was upbraiding his brother about 
hayû'. And the Messenger of God said: “ Leave him alone, because hayd' 
is part of iman". 


17. Bab: " And if they repent and perform the şalût and bring the 
гай, then let them go”. (9: 5) 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “1 am commanded to fight a people until they confess that there is 
по God but Allah and perform the salét and bring the zakût. And if 
they do that, they have saved from me their blood and their property, 
except what rightfully belongs to Islim (or except what is required of them 
by the right or law of Islam); and their accounting belongs to God”. 


18. Bab of those who say that imdn is a “work” Сата) because of 
God's saying: “ And this is the garden which I cause you to inherit 
because of what you were doing” (43: 72). And a number of the learned 
said that God's saying, “ And by your Lord, we will surely ask all of 
them about what they were doing”, (15: 9293) concerns the saying of 
là iláha ill@Uéh, for He said: “ Let those who act do the like of this" 
(37: 59). 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
was asked: “ Which work is best?" He said: “man in God and His 
Messenger ". 

“Then what?" 

“ Jihád for the sake of God". 

"Then what?" 

7 A faultless haji” 


19. Bab: When Islam is not real but is based upon threat or fear of 
being killed, referring to God's saying: “The Bedouin say: We believe. 
Say: You have not believed; rather say. We have submitted” (49: 
14). And when it is sincere Islam, the reference is to God's saying: 
Š) The relatively great length of "Umar's shirt is a symbol here of his superiority in religion. 


7) Haya’ is not a virtue that appears heroic. "The discomfiture of the pious man when 
confronted by evil can be mistaken for timidity or weakness 
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* The religion acceptable to God is Islám" (3: 17)"; "as for whoever 
seeks other than Islim as а religion, it will never be accepted from him " 
(3: 79). 

A. ‘Amir b. Sa'd b. Abi Waqqûs is the original source and narrator 
of the following. 

‘The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) gave 
(gifts) to а group while Sa'd was sitting (in the Prophet's presence), and 
he (the Prophet) ignored a man who was the most remarkable of them as 
far as I was concerned. So I said: “Oh Messenger of God, what do you 
have against so and so? For by God I see him as a believer (mt min)”. 

He said: "Or as a Muslim 

And I was silent for а while. Then what I knew of him of 
the man in question) overcame me and I returned to my thesis. 1 said: 
“What do you have against so and so? For by God I see him as a 
believer ". 

Then he said: "Or as a Muslim ` 

And 1 was silent for a while. Then what | knew about him overcame 
me and I returned to my thesis. And the Messenger of God (may God 
bless him and give him peace) reiterated what he had said: Then he 
said: “Oh Sa'd, I give to a man (while others are more beloved to me 
than he) in fear that God might throw him into Hell" 


20. Bab: The universal greeting is part of Islam. And "Ammár said 
^ Those who combine three things in themselves, possess imdn: rigorous 
justice towards oneself: greeting the whole world; and spending money for 
others while in a condition of poverty ". 

A man asked the Messenger of God: “What kind of Islam is 


He (the Prophet) said: " You will feed and greet whomever you meet. 
whether you know him or not ". 


21. ВБ of ungratefulness toward the husband and of the particular kind 
of kufr inherent in it. 

А. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: “I 
was shown Hell (an-Nér) and most of its people were women. They arc 
guilty of kufr”. 

It was asked: “ Are they guilty of kufr with respect to Сой?" 

A) “The Arabie word kufr is usually translated “unbelief”. This translation leaves out 


the equally important aspect of the Arabic word which this Hadith illustrates, kufr is an 
ide of wngratcfulness toward the one God who ix the giver and sustainer of all life. In 
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He (the Prophet) said: “ They are ungrateful toward the husband, 
and they are ungrateful for the doing of good deeds. If you have done 
good to one of them for a very long time, (and) then she experiences 
something because of you (that she does not like), she says, `1 have never 
had anything good from you" 


22. Bab: The rebellious deeds which are the remnants of the Jabil ; 
and whoever commits them is not declared to be а Káfir for committing 
them except for shirk, because of the saying of the Prophet (may God 
bless him and give him peace), “ You are a man who has within him a 
bit of the Jahiliyyah”, and God's saying. "God does not forgive that 
(anything) be associated with Him, but He forgives anything else to 
whomsoever He wills" (4: 51), and “if two parties of believers fight 
with one another, make peace between them” (49: 9): and He called 
them “the believers "* 

A. From al-Abnaf b. Qays we have the following. 

I went to help a certain man and Abü Bakr met me, and he asked 
7 Where are you going?" 

I said: ^I will help a certain тап”. 

He (Abû Bakr) said: “Go back! Because I heard the Messenger of 
God (тау God bless him and give him peace) sayin; “If two Muslims 
encounter in a swordfight, the killer and the one killed are in Hell". 

"I said: ‘Oh Messenger of God, so much for the killer, but what is 
the condition of the slain?” 

“He said: ‘He was bent upon the death of his brother 

B. From al.Ma'rúr we have the following. 

Т met Abû Dharr in Rabadhah and he was wearing a rich new suit 
of clothes and his young slave was wearing a rich new suit of clothes (like 
that of his master). So I asked him about that and he said: “I was 
exchanging insults with a man, and I reviled him about his mother, and 
the Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said to me: ‘Oh 
Abû Dharr, do you revile him about his mother? Behold, there is a bit 
of the Jahiliyyah in you.’ These servants whom God has placed under 
your power are your brothers. And anyone who has his brother under his 
the view of this Hadith, a chronic failing of women is that they are ungrateful toward their 
husbands and tend always to forget kindnesses done to them. But this attitude of women is 
only a particular expression of a fundamentally wrong attitude toward life. The husband 
and his solicitations are part of God's. bounty. and the woman's ungratefulness towards these 
gilts is but a particular expression of ungratefulness toward God. 


3) In the Jühiliysah period. a verbal assault on а man often took the form of insulting his 
mother. 
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power should feed his brother from what he himself eats, and dress him 
from what he himself wears. And do not impose upon your servants a 
task that overcomes them. Further, if you do impose such a task, relieve 
them of the burden’.” 


33. The Bab of опе kind of transgression as distinct from other trans 
gressions. 

A. From ‘Abdallah we have the following. 

When the verse, " Those who believe and do not confound their 
imán with transgression (zulm) .. " (6: 32) was revealed, the Companions 
of the Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) asked : 
“Which of us has not transgressed?” Then God revealed the verse, "Lo 
polytheism (shirk) is indeed a great transgression” (31: 12) 


24. The Bab of the marks of the hypocrite (mundfiq) 

A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: " The 
mark of the hypocrite consists in three things: When he speaks, he lies: 
when he promises, he breaks his promise; and when he is trusted, he 
violates the trust ". 

B. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: 
" There are four traits which make anyone having them a downright 
hypocrite. Indeed, anyone having a single one of these traits has an element 
of hypocrisy until he abandons that trait: when he is trusted, he violates 
the trust; when he speaks, he lies; when he makes a compact with some. 
one, he betrays the agreement: and when he disputes, he uses unjust 
means". 


25, Bab: Wakefulness on the Night of the Decree is part of imán. 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: " Past sins will be forgiven anyone who is wakeful on the Night of 
the Decree, in imán, and anticipating a future reward " 


26. Bab: Тһе Jihád is part of Iman 

A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: 
" God promised anyone who goes out to fight for His sake, going out only 
because of “ faith” (ímán) in Him or belief (tasdiq) in His Messengers, 
that He will bring him back with what he has gained of pay or spoil, or 
He will bring him into Paradise." And if I would not have made my 


10) 1 have in this sentence translated the first person Arabie in third person English for the 
sake of smoothness 
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community anxious by going, I would not have remained behind a single 
expedition. And indeed, І wish that I might be killed for the sake of God, 
then brought back to life, then killed, then brought back to life, then 
killed ". 


27. Bab: The voluntary (or supererogatory) wakefulness during Ramadan 
is part of ímán. 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
Past sins are forgiven anyone who is wakefu during Ramadan in 
imdn, and anticipating a future reward. 


said 


28. Báb: (Participation in) the Fast of Ramadan, while anticipating a 
future reward, is part of imdn. 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “ As for anyone who fasts during Ramadan, in (m, and anticipating, 
a future reward, God forgives him his past sins". 


39. Bab: The (demand of) Religion (al-Din) is moderate and the saying 
of the Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace): “The religion 
most beloved to God is the Hanifitic Religion, the indulgent гей оп”. 

A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“The (demand of) religion is moderate (yusr), and whenever religion ix 
imposed upon someone in a severe form, it will overcome him. So aim 
(at the right goal) and come as close as you can and rejoice. And seek 
help from God in the early morning and the early evening and a little at 
night". 


30. Bab: Şalût is part of imûn and the saying of God: “And it was 
not God's intention to waste your imán". (2: 138), meaning, your şalûl 
toward the House (ie. the Temple of Jerusalem). 

A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) immediately 
after he arrived in al-Madinah settled with his grandparents (or his maternal 
uncles of the Ansar) and he prayed facing the Temple at Jerusalem sixteen 
or seventeen months. And he was wishing during this time that his qibla/r 
were toward the Ka'bah. And a people prayed with him. Then a man 
of those who prayed with him went out and passed before the people of 
the mosque while they were bowing in prayer, and he said: “I testify by 
God that I have prayed with the Messenger of God (may God bless him 
and give him peace) facing toward Makkah”. Then they turned about, 
still bowing, to face toward the Ka'bah. And the Jews had been pleased 
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when he used to pray facing the Temple at Jerusalem and the People of 
the Book also (had been pleased), and when he turned to face toward the 
Ka'bah they denounced that. 

B. From AlBarà' We have the following : 

“Men were killed before the qiblah was changed, and we did not 
know what to say about them (ie, whether they will be in Hell or Para- 
dise). Then God revealed the verse: ‘And it was not God's intention to 
waste your imán' (2: 138) ". 


31. Báb: The authenticity (usn) of the man's Islam. 

A. Abü Said abKhudri said that he heard the Messenger of God 
(may God bless him and give him peace) saying: “If the worshipper 
submits (aslama) and his Islam is authentic, God forgives him (Raffara) 
every evil deed (sayyi'ah) that he has committed. And after that is the 
settlement of accounts (ie. after that the Muslim once again begins to 
acquire a balance of merits and demerits), the good deed (being weighed) 
by ten times its value up to seven-hundred-fold, and the evil deed (being 
weighed) according to its value, unless God disregards it". 

B. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “If one of you makes his Islam authentic, every good deed which he 
does will be recorded for him at ten times its value up to seven-hundred- 
fold; and every evil deed will be recorded against him according to its 
value "'. 


: The religion most beloved to God is the most constant. 

A. From 'Á'ishah is the story that the Prophet (may God bless him 
and give him peace) came in upon her while a woman was with her. 
And he said: " Who is this?" 

She (‘A’ishah) said: "So and so”, mentioning her assiduity in prayer. 

He said: "Easy now! You must do only what you are able to do. 
God does not become impatient until you become weary, and the religion 
most beloved to Him is that in which its adherents can persist (ie. not 
the most strenuous) ". 


33. Bab concerning the increase of imdn and its decrease and God's 
and we have increased them in guidance" (18: 12), and 
..in order that those who believe might increase in 
imán" (74:31). And God also said: " Today I have completed for 
xou your religion (din) ” (5:5). If anyone abandons anything of the 
completeness, he is the loser. 
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A. The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“ Whoever says, "There is no God but Allah’ while having in his heart a 
barley seed of good" will be brought out of Hell ; and whoever says, "There 
is no God but Allah’ while having in his heart the weight of a wheat seed 
of good will be brought out of Hell; and whoever says there is no God 
but Allah, while having in his heart the weight of a particle of good, will 
be brought out of Hell". 

B. From ‘Umar b. al-Khattáb we have the account of an encounter 
with а Jew who said to him: “Oh Commander of the Faithful, there is a 
verse in your Book which the people are reciting. Had it been revealed to 
us, a community of Jews, we would surely have adopted the day in which 
it was revealed as a religious festival" 

“Umar asked: “ Which verse? 

The Jew answered: “ Today I have completed for you your religion, 
and I have perfected My blessing to you. And I approve of Islam for 
you as a religion”. (5: 5) 

Then ‘Umar said: " We know that day and the place in which it 
was revealed to the Prophet—at ‘Arafah on a Friday ". 


34. Bab: Zakát is part of Islam and God's saying: " And they arc 
only commended to serve God, offering him sincere devotion as “ Hanifs " 
and to perform the salét and bring the zakét and that is the truc 
religion” (98: 4). 

A. On the authority of ‘Ubaydallah we have the following : 

A dishevelled man from the people of Najd came to the Messenger of 
God (may God bless him and give him peace). The sound of his voice 
was heard, but we did not understand what he was saying until he came 
close to us, and lo! he was asking the Prophet about Islim. And the 
Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) said: "Five 
saláts during the day and night (are required) ". 

And he asked: “Do I have any obligation beyond that " 

He said: “No, unless you do (it) voluntarily” (meaning. anything 
beyond the stated number is supererogatory). 

Then the Messenger of God said: " And the fast during Ramadán 


Do I have any obligation beyond that 7" 

No, unless you do it voluntarily ". 

And the Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
mentioned the zakát. 


11) According to another version the phrase is "of Iman "`. 


The man of Najd asked: “Do I have any obligation beyond that >" 

He said: " No, unless you do (it) voluntarily 

Then the man turned away saying: " By God, 1 will neither exceed 
пог lessen this" 

The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) said: 
“If he speaks the truth, he will thrive” 


45. Bab: The following of the funeral bier is part of imán. 

A. The Messenger of God : “Whoever has followed the bier of 
а Muslim in imûn and anticipating a future reward, and was with him until 
he was prayed over and interred, returns with two measures of reward, 
each measure equivalent to Uhud, And whoever prays over him, then 
returns before he is interred, returns with one measure. 


36. Bab concerning the fear of the Mu' min that his action might be of no 
avail while he is unaware of the fact. And Ibrahim al-Taymi said : “I never 
compare my speech with my action without fearing that I might be shown 
and Ibn Abi Mulaykah said: “1 had personal contact with 
thirty Companions of the Prophet and each of them was afraid of nifáq 
in himself; not one of them was saying that he had attained the mûn of 
Jibril or Mika’il””. And it was recalled about al-Hasan (al-Basri) that he 

id: "Only а mu'min is afraid of it (mifáq), and only a mundfiq feels 
secure about it”. (And the Bab of) bewaring of persistence in ifdg" 
and disobedience without repentance, because of God's saying: “ And they 
have not knowingly persisted in (the wrong) they did" (3: 129). 

A. Aba МЧ was asked about the Murji'ah and he cited this saying 
of the Prophet. 

‘The Prophet (may 
revilement of a Muslim 
(kufr) ". 

B. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
went out to make known the Night of the Decree. Then two Muslims 
quarreled and he (the Prophet) said: “1 came out to tell you about the 
Night of the Decree and so-and-so quarreled with so-and-so, and | forgot 
what I was going to say. But (on reflection), it might be better for you 
to expect it on the twenty-seventh, or the twenty-ninth, or the twenty-fifth 
(day of the month) ".'^ 


bless him and give him peace) sai Phe 
disobedience (fustiq) and fighting him is unbelief 


“ quarreling". 
Muslims must be very careful 


12) Krehl's text reads (афа, “° mutual struggle 
13) ‘The event might fall on any of these days. Ti 
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37: Báb: Тһе questioning of the Prophet (may God bless him and give 
him peace) by Jibril about ímán and lslám and ibsán and the knowledge 
of the Hour and the statement of the Prophet (may God bless him and 
give him peace) to him. Then he said: “Jibril came to teach you your 
religion". And he established all of it as religion. And what the Prophet 
(may God bless him and give him peace) made clear to the delegation 
from ‘Abd alQays about (mn, and His (God's) saying: “ Whoever seeks 
other than Islam as religion, it will not be accepted from him (3: 79)". 

A. From Aba Hurayrah we have the following : 

The Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) was standing 
one day before the people and a man came to him and asked: " What is 
тіп?" 

He answered: “/mdn means that you believe in God and His Angels 
and His Meeting (ie. that you will be confronted by God in the Hereafter) 
and His Messengers and that you believe in the Resurrection (al-ba‘th) ". 

He asked: “ What is Islam?" 

He (the Prophet) answered: “ /slám means that you serve God, that 
you do not associate anything with Him, and that you perform the saldf 
and bring the required zakát and that you fast during Ramadan” 

He asked: “ What is ihsdn >” 

The Prophet answered: “ That you serve God 
for if you do not see Him, He certainly sees you ". 

He asked: “ When is the Hour?” 

The Prophet answered: “The one asked doesn't know any more 
about it than the one asking the question, but I will tell you about its 
signs (ashráf). When a slave girl gives birth to her lord, and the black 
camelshepherds take on royal airs in fine houses (the Hour will be near) 
All this is included in the five things which only God knows about”. 

Then the Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) recited 
the Qur'ánic verse, “ With God is the knowledge of the Hour ". (31: 34) 

Then the man slipped away and the Prophet said: “Bring him 
back". But they could not see anything of him. 

‘The Prophet said: “ This is Jibril who came teaching the people their 
religion ". 

Bukhari adds: " The Prophet made all the things mentioned above 
parts of imn". 


s though you see Him, 


38. Bab: Abû Sufyán said that Hiragla said to him: “I asked if they 
increase or decrease and you claimed that they increase, and likewise iman 
(increases) until it is complete, and I asked you does anyone apostatize out 
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of discontent for his religion after he has entered into it and you said ‘пог 
And likewise when the joy of imdn blends into hearts. no one can be 
displeased”. 


39. Ва of the excellence of whosoever abstains for the sake of his religion. 

A. AnNu'min b. Bashir heard the Messenger of God (may God 
bless him and give him peace) saying: “Lo, the permitted (hall) is 
clear and the forbidden (hardm) is clear, but between these two categories 
are uncertainties which many of the people do not know. And whoever is 
on guard against the uncertainties refrains for the sake of his honor Cird) 
and his religio. And whoever falls among the uncertainties is like a 
shepherd on the periphery of the sanctuary, about to encroach upon it 
Verily, every king has a sanctuary. The sanctuary of God in his earth 
consists in the things that He has forbidden. In the body is a small chunk, 
which if it be healthy, the whole body is healthy, and if it be corrupt. the 
whole body is corrupt. Lo, it is the heart (qalb) ". 


40. Bab: The rendering of the fifth is part of imán. 

A. Abû Jamrah said: 1 was staying with Abû ‘Abbas and he made 
me sit down on his couch and he said: “ Abide with me until I give you 
а portion of my property". So I stayed with him two months. 

Then he said: " Behold a delegation of ‘Abd alQays when they came 
to the Prophet (may God bless him and give him pence), he said: "Who 
are the people? (or ‘who are the delegation ^) 

š ‘Rabi‘ah’.” 

Welcome to the people (or the delegation) who come 
without shame or remorse’.” 

“Then they said: ‘Oh Messenger of God, we are unable to come to 
you except in the Holy Month, because between us and you is this tribe of 
unbelievers, Mudar. So command us with a conclusive command about 
which we can inform those who live beyond us and by which we might 
enter Paradise’. And they also asked him about beverages 

“Then the Prophet commanded them to do four things and he forbade 
them four. He commanded them to imdn in God alone. He asked: ‘Do 
you know what imdn in God is?" 

“They replied: ‘God and His Messenger know best. 

“He (the Prophet) said: 'Ímán consists of the witness that there is 
no god but Allah and that Muhammad is the Messenger of God’. And (he 
commanded them) also to perform the sal! and to bring the гай! and to 


fast during Ramadán and to hand over a fifth of the spoils.'* 

“Апа he (the Prophet) forbade them four things: the hanam, the 
dubbé’, the nagir, the muzaffat and perhaps he said the mugayyar."* 
“° Then the Prophet concluded by saying: ‘Guard those commands and 
prohibitions and tell those who live beyond you about them 


41. Bab concerning what has been handed down in the Tradition to the 
effect that works (a'mál) and the accounting for reward and punishment 
are by intention (miyyah), and to every man belongs what he intends 
This statement applies to imdn and сий and salá! and zakát and the 
hajj and the fast of Ramadan and (all other) statutes. 

And God said: "Say: each owe acts according lo his intention 
(shdkilah)" (17: 86), іе. according to his niyyah. 

And the Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) said 
7 But а jihád and an intention (niyyah) ..."* and the Prophet also said 
that even a man's expenditure for his family, in anticipation of a future 
reward from God, would be rewarded by.God as though it were an act of 
charity. 

A. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: “The works (d'mál) are evaluated by God according to the intention 
behind them and to every man belongs what he intends. Whoever journies 
toward God and His Messenger will be judged according to the intended 
goal. The same thing тау be said of the man who journies in search of 
the things of this world or a woman whom he marries. Man's ‘fight’ 
Chijrah) is weighed in terms of its intended goal”. 

B. The Prophet of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: " Even if a man spends (his money) on his family while anticipating 
a future reward, God will reward him as though this were an act of 
charity 

C. The Messenger of God (may God bless him and give him peace) 
said: " You will never spend anything by which you are seeking the face 
of God without being rewarded for it, even if you put it into the mouth of 
your wife ". 


42, Bab of the saying of the Prophet (may God bless him and give him 


11) While the Tradition says that the Prophet commanded four things, the list contains 
five, A.J. Wensinck’s The Muslim Creed (Cambridge. 1982) pp. 1116 treats am alternat 
form of this Tradition 

1 terms listed here all refer to wine containers, “Thus the prohibitione 


ion of wine drinkin 
the Prophet 


ake ор an elaborate denun 
another Traditi 


peace): “The true religion is being loyal to God and His Messenger and 
the Imdms of the Muslims and the common people”, and of God's saying : 

. when they are true to God and His Messenger ... (9: 92) ." 

A. Jarir b. “Abdallah said: “I swore commitment to the Messenger 
‘of God on the basis of performing the salá! and bringing the zaká! and 
being true to every Muslim”, 

B. From Ziyád b. ‘Alagah we have the following : 

1 heard Jarir b. ‘Abdallah on the day al-Mughirah b. Shu'bah died. 
He stood up and praised God and lauded Him and said: “ What is required 
of you is the fear of God alone, not associating anything with Him, and 
the dignity of peace of mind until an Amir comes to you—and he is 
coming even now”. And he said: “ Ask forgiveness for your Amir (i. 
the dead one) because he used to love to forgive”. Then he said: “ Now 
then, I came to the Prophet (may God bless him and give him peace) and 
I said: ‘I swear my commitment to you to Islam’, and he imposed the 
additional condition upon me of being true to every Muslim. And I swore 
my commitment to him on that condition. By the Lord of this mosque, 1 
am indeed true to you". Then he asked forgiveness and descended (left 
the minbar). 
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B 


badan 40. (jami al-badan) 40 
Баай 25 

bátin 174 

һап 40 

bid'ah 30, 33, 152 

birr 73-74 

burhán 33, 126, (128) 


D 


dána (din) 76 

dûr al-Islam 13 

dûr al-kufr 13 

darürah 125 

darüri 88, 95, 120 

daráriyyát 111 

da'wà 125 

dhikr 124 

dhimmi 103 (note), 104 

din 59, 68, 73. 76. 88. 89 (note), 
181 

dunyá 52 


Jahshd 72 
fard'id 87 

faraq 52 

fard kifáyah 118 
farj 40 


fasaqa 91 

fásiq 20, 35-50, 42 (note), 49 (note) 
55, 63, 91, 100-101, 120, 126, 
161, 162, 218, 219 

fatwà 31 

fitrah 226-227 

fiah 27 

fisq 43, 50, 70, 134, 219 

Леда 132, 133 

fur 30 


ghayb 198 
H 


halál 15, 28, 46, 47 
haqq 221 

harakah (pl. harakát) 22 
harám 42, 46 

hawédith 20 

haya’ 98 

hidáyah 211, 212 

hijrah 12 

hukm 5-6, 11 


idh'án 68-69 


ihsán 58-60 
ihtidd' 211 
ijáb 118 
ijmû' 31, 97, 98 
ijmál 185-186 
ijtihád 27, 34 
ibhráj 206 
ikhtiyár 137, 221 
iktisáb 88, 120 
‘ilm 88, 107, 


imám ir) 4, 14 

imán 4, 10, 14, 19, 22, 28, 42, 43. 
46, 48 (note), 50, 52, 53, 57-82. 
83-92, 92-102, 103-108, 122-124, 
125, 126-127, 128-129, 131-132. 
133-134, 135-140, 140-146, 147- 
148, 149, 151, 151-158, 159-193, 
194-203, 204-214 

imán bi-aHaglid 24, 109, 119-130 

ingiyád 61 

in shá'a Alláh 81 (note), 194 

inshiráh al-sadr 124 

iqrár 46, 67, 78, 84, 85, 87 (note). 
88, 93-94, 96, 102, 131, 143, 147. 
149-158, 172, 173 

iqrár fard 155 

irádah (verb aráda) 219 
223, 225 

irj@ (verb arja'a) 44-45, 83, 94 

ishtirák 184 

isláh т 

islam 7-8, 58-82, 90, 121, 128, 132, 
134, 141, 164, 166, 168, 169, 179, 
196, 224 

isrár 40 

istidlál 109, 117, 119, 122, 122 (note), 
125, 129, 227 

istighfár 40 

istihsán 219 

istibbár 85, 92 

istirád 13 

isti'sál 115 

istislám (istaslama) 70. 76, 78, 79. 
81 

istithnd 194. 203 

Plimán 167 

itigád 125, 137 

itláq 202 


220, 2: 


J 
jahélah 136 
jáhid 55 
jáhil 31, 136, 190 
jahl 84 
jihad 171 
K 
kabirah (pl. kabd'ir) 14, 36-40. 


(akbar) 37, 42, 43, 47, 55 

kadhaba (kadhdhaba) 167 

kadhib 181 

ай (pl. kuffér) 4, 7-10, 11-15. 
17-34, 37, 41. 42, 46, 50, 53, 84. 
91, 101, 120, 121, 124, 128, 129, 
130, 137, 139, 140, 145, 161-162, 
174, 195, 198, 201, 205, 211, 215 


л din 15 

káfir ni mah 15 

kalám (="ilm al-kalám) 10, 122, 
(123) 

kalám 96, 206 

kalám nafsi 212 

kasbi 137 

kayfiyyát 181 

Rhafiyy 133 

khalifah 2-3, 

khalq al-qur'án 206 

khashyah 172 

khaslah (pl. khisál) 48, 48 (note), 
61, 81 (note), 98 

khátimah 198 

khauf 52, 84 

khilófah 2 

khinzir 108 

тид 84, 87 (note) 

kufr 4, 6, 9, 11, 14-16, 17-34, 37, 

42, 43, 44, 45, 50, 


70, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87, 91, 110. 
126, 129, 135-136, 140, 142, 149. 
151, 165, 167, 168, 170, 172, 194. 
198, 200-201, 204-205, 21: 


kufr shirk 15 


lawázim 78 
lisán 40 


ma dám 21 

mahabbah 92 

mahal 46 (note), 131 

máhiyyah 177 

makhlüg 206-207 

manázil 174 

manzilah bayna al-manzilatayn 47. 
120 

magámát 174 

maqdi 221 

ma'rifah 15, 78, 82, 84, 88, 91, 94. 
95, (97-98), 100, 103-108, 112. 
124, 124 (note), (127), 132, 136, 
137, 141 (note), 142-143, 144, 
149, 150, 171. 173, (187-188). 
(189) 

ma'ráf 71-72 

mashî ah (verb shá'a) 215, 218, 219- 
220, 222-223, 225, 226 

ma'siyah (pl. ma'ási) 36, 39. 215- 
216 

mawdi' (alimûn) 131 

mawjád 34 

misbáh 133 

mishkát 133 

mübiqát 37 


mufassal 190 

muharramát 15 

muhsin 59 

mujmal 190 

mujtahid 34 

mukadhdhib 29, 30, 32, 34, 55. 135- 
136 

mukhti 32 

тїтїп 4, 7, 11, 47-48, (52-53). 
59, (62-64), 74, (79), (82), 
85, 93, (100), 101, 119, (120), 
121, (123), (124), (128), (130), 
(144), (145), (148,) (149), (160). 
(161), (165), 166, (169), (172). 
(174), (182), (189), (194), 196, 
(198), (201), 208-209 

munáfiq 47, 50-56, 67, 77-78, 91, 
(96), (98), (144), (150), (152), 
153-154, (158), (162), (169-170) 

munkar 71-72 

mugallid 126 

mugarrab 174 

muqayyad 71 

murtakib al-kabirah 3, 5. 40-56. 159 

тиҳаайід 140, 165, 166, 180 

mushrik 12-16, 41, 42, 50, 121. 
140 

muslim 7, 41, 59. (62-64), 70. 79, 
82, 104, 120, (124). 132, 149, 
168, 169, 172, 2 

mustadill 128 

mutakallim 119, (122-123) 

muthul aflátüniyyah 191 

тщ 36 

mullag 71 

muttaqi 74 

muwáfát 198, 199, 

nuncázabah 185 


N 
náfiqá' (al-yarbi) 54 
nafs 18 
naqala 139 


nazar 105, 116 

nazariyyát 111 

лій 50, 53, 54, 55-56, 80-82, 98, 
170 

niyyah 94, 173, 179 

nubuwiwah 59 

mûr 122, 123, 205-206 

nür al-hidáyah 


дай 

qádhif 14 

qadim 209 

даі 40, (sálih) 51, (хайт) 51, 74- 
75, 131-134, 170, 173, (178) 

qawl 141, 146, 149, 161, 208 

даш alqalb 173 

дамі fi alnafs 143 

qud 13 

qineicah 111 


rüshidán 127 

ridà 219 

rijl 40 

risdlah 59 

тїй 22 

тийп (pl. arkán) al-imán 147, (150), 
(160-161), 212 

псуай Alléh 18 19 


s 
sababiyyah 113 


sadaqa 71, 167 
saddaqa (yusaddiqu) 142. 167, 168 


sadr 132, 133 
saghirah 14, 35-36, 42, 43 
salát 14, 72, 85, 103, 169 


shahádah 8, 58, 61 (note), 63, 64, 
76, 123, 143-146, 148, 149, 157, 
200, 212 

shajarah 133 

shakk 195 

shákk 20, 128, 181 

shaná'ah 104 

shar 110-119, (122 

shaytan (‘abid li 

shirk 14-16, 17, 23, 24 
39, 40, 43, 50, 110, 163 

shu'bah (pl. shuab) 81, 98 

мад 181 

sirr 132, 133 

sultan (jê'ir) 5, 14 

T 

{ah (pl. (dat) 36, 
143, 183, 225 

tabarru’ 70 

laba"ud 98 

tabdi* 30 

tafádul ( fi aLimán) 179-180 

tafsil 185-186 

tafsir 89 

taghtiyah 135 

tahalli 168 

lakdhib 28-30, 31, 3 
142, 167-168 

lukfir (or ikfér) 5 


‚ 87, 89, 93, 


2, 56, 81, 135. 


6 (note), 11 


14, 17-34, 42, 45, 46, 56, 83, 120. 
159 
lakfir al-ámmah 24, 119. 122, 145 


takhfif 161 
takh{'ah 30 


(йд 195 

tanásukh 21 

lagiyy 134 

lagiyyah 6 (note), 140, 151 

laglid 120 (note), 121, 122, 124- 
128 

taqwû 52, 72-73, 124, 134 

laqyid 202 

lagawwur 68 (note) 

tasdiq 28, 46, 49, 62, 64, 67, 68-69. 
74-75, 78-79, 81-82, 87, 88, 91, 
93-94, 95, 102, 126, 129, 135- 
146, 147-148, 149-151, 152, 153, 
154, 161, 165, 166-179, 180, 18: 
183, 184-185, 187-188, 189, 199, 
208 

lashbih 19, ЭВ 

taslim 67, 69 

tasmiyah 14, 54, 165 

tawajjuh 111 

tawakkul 173 

tawfiq 210 

tawhid 50, 67, 86 (note), 98, 132, 
133-134, 150, 165, 173, 207, 208 

ta'wil 29, 3: 

lawlid 118 

la'gim 84, 92 

tazkiyah al-nafs 202 

thamarah (alimán) 178 

Tuma'ninah. 136 


U 
"wbüdiyyah 198 
ulühiyyah 132 
ummah 7-9, 11, 100 
"най arba'ah 134 
ustil 30 


w 


кеа 109 


10 


wad’ (al-lughah) 143 
wahdániyyah (Alláh) 106, 132 
wáhid 34 

wa'id 14, 38, 39, 109 

wájibát 117 

wali 14 


vagin 77, 184 


gühir 33, 174 

zakát 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 74, 75, 97, 
98, 123, 164, 176 

zûnî 14 

ziyádah (alimán) 179-193 

zujájah 133 

qulumát 205-206 

zunnár 103 


